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ABSTRACT   This dissertation examines entanglements of nature, race, possession, and sovereignty in the Alberta/Montana borderlands. Its specific geographic focus is an area of northwest Montana centered on Glacier National Park with the Blackfeet Nation directly to the east and the Confederated Salish & Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Nation directly to the west. This dissertation considers how categories of difference and visions of justice and political possibility are embedded in the construction, maintenance, and transgression of myriad borders, including spatial, temporal, material, and discursive boundaries. In addition, it examines how border permeability and practices of connectivity are managed within settler colonial contexts. I am particularly interested in how the way we imagine space—how we decipher the politics of connectivity—constrains and/or expands our sense of political possibility and our visions of justice. Moreover, I contend that what we allow to be (seen) in relation structures our historical imagination, geographical imagination, and political imagination. This dissertation is comprised of an introduction, seven chapters, and an epilogue. Chapter 1 frames Glacier National Park in terms of its distinctive geology and suggests that these geologic processes offer clues for refiguring temporal and spatial relations. In addition to considering the implications of the region’s unique geology, chapter 1 focuses on the politics of connectivity, particularly within settler colonial contexts. Chapter 2 focuses specifically on questions about mobility in entangled landscapes, a key aspect of the larger politics of connectivity. Revisiting the simultaneous development of national parks and Indian reservations in the years following the Civil War, the chapter considers how the cultural politics of race, nature, and difference reflect recent transformations in ecological theory and practice. Chapter 3 examines the relationship between primitive accumulation and settler colonialism, both of which are increasingly theorized as structures and ongoing processes. This chapter suggests that a distinct form of accumulation emerges from the intersection of primitive accumulation and settler colonialism. 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Examples of settler accumulation are explored within the context of contemporary struggles over hydraulic fracturing on the Blackfeet Reservation. Chapters 4 and 5 are closely related and both examine the conjunction of vanishing Indians and glaciers. Chapter 4 establishes the fact that both vanishing Indians of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and vanishing glaciers of the early twenty‐first century are central to the story of Glacier National Park. Chapter 5 focuses on the continuity of the logic of vanishing, particularly as manifest in the rhetoric of vanishing. The continuity of this rhetoric suggests that the contemporary endangered glacier narrative is not only related to but also predicated on the historical vanishing Indian narrative. Moreover, the continuity reveals a profoundly colonial dimension of climate change. Chapter 6 explores the politics of commemoration within settler colonial contexts. Revealing how time and space are partitioned in a manner that obscures structural continuities, this chapter situates Glacier National Park’s 2010 centennial in relation to the 2010 centennial of the implementation of the General Allotment Act on the Flathead Reservation, which opened it to white settlement. Whereas chapters 4 and 5 consider how space is temporalized, chapter 6 examines how time is spatialized in settler colonial contexts. Examining the relationship, or lack thereof, between peace and justice within the context of conservation, the concluding chapter (Chapter 7) reframes Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park as Waterton‐Glacier Intertribal Justice Park. The latter, I argue, more accurately describes a set of material and discursive practices that testify to the partial failure of indigenous dispossession, the refusal of settler recognition, and the durability of aboriginal possession. The epilogue serves as a more conventional conclusion and includes a summary of my primary arguments. 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INTRODUCTION 
Landscape, Justice, and the Politics of Indigeneity   Landscapes can also often hold together a past and present, a present and a future, or all three together. They are often understood as repositories of the past, holding history in their contours and textures. WG Hoskins likened landscapes to palimpsests, traces upon layers of lines and marks, each left at a particular moment and still resonant, awaiting decoding. Indeed, looking at landscapes as evidence of past processes and events seems a strong temptation, much stronger than seeing landscapes as offering possibilities for the future. But the meanings of landscape, whether historical or for the future, are never simply there, inherent and voluble. Instead, they are made to speak, invited to show themselves, and that invitation is the process of practicing landscape which always places landscape in a present moment. This presentation is a crucial one and a political one, for it disrupts accounts of landscape which seek to ground certain claims and identities in a self‐evident earth. Landscapes are always perceived in a particular way at a particular time. They are mobilized, and in that mobilization may become productive: productive in relation to a past or to a future, but that relation is always drawn with regard to a present.1    — Mark Dorrian and Gillian Rose, 2003  To imbue a landscape with moral and even redemptive significance is for most of us nothing more than a romantic fantasy. But there are occasions when to travel through a landscape is to become empowered by raising its meaning. Carried along a line in space, the traveler travels a story, the line gathering the momentum of the power of fiction as the arrow of time moves across a motionless mosaic of space out of time, here primeval and divine.2    —Michael Taussig, 1987   A specter haunts Montana’s Glacier National Park. Growing unease about the fate of the park’s signature glaciers is compounded by the legacy of the vanishing Indian, which provokes a different sort of (colonial) anxiety.3 One hundred years ago it was the vanishing Indian, not the glacier, who served as the park’s icon. The specter ruptures a temporal boundary that has kept the story of yesterday’s vanishing Indian separate from that of today’s vanishing glacier. What would it mean to consider them as parts of the same story? More precisely, what would it mean to recognize that they already are parts of the same story? What appears to separate                                                         1 Mark Dorrian and Gillian Rose, Deterritorialisations… Revisioning Landscapes and Politics (London: Black Dog Publishing Limited, 2003), 17. 2 Michael Taussig, Shamanism, Colonialism, and the Wild Man: A Study in Terror and Healing (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1987), 335. 3 Emilie Cameron, “Indigenous spectrality and the politics of postcolonial ghost stories,” Cultural 
Geographies, Vol. 15, No. 3 (2008), 383–393. 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yesterday’s vanishing Indian from today’s vanishing glacier, I argue, is simply a set of “unconnected connections.”4 Positioned at the intersection of cultural geography, indigenous studies, political theory, landscape studies, and political ecology, this dissertation examines entanglements of nature, race, possession, and sovereignty in the Alberta/Montana borderlands. Its specific geographic focus is an area of northwest Montana centered on Glacier National Park with the Blackfeet Nation directly to the east and the Confederated Salish & Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Nation directly to the west. 
(Figure 0.1) More than just an iconic national park, Glacier is now a UNESCO Biosphere Reserve. It also comprises the southern half of Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park, which is in turn a UNESCO World Heritage Site.5  
(Figure 0.2) In addition, Glacier is part of the traditional aboriginal territories of both the Blackfeet and Flathead Nations.  This dissertation considers how categories of difference and visions of justice and political possibility are embedded in the construction, maintenance, and transgression of myriad borders, including spatial, temporal, material, and discursive boundaries.6 (Figures 0.3) In addition, it examines how border permeability and practices of connectivity are managed within settler colonial contexts.7 I am particularly interested in how the way we imagine space—how we                                                         4 Matthew Sparke, In the Space of Theory: Postfoundational Geographies of the Nation­State (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2005), xvi. 5 Glacier National Park was designated a Biosphere Reserve in 1976. Established in 1932, Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park was listed as a World Heritage Site in 1995. The United Nations Organization for Education, Science and Culture (UNESCO) was founded on November 16, 1945. 6 Julie Cruikshank argues, “[C]ompeting ideas about borders—some flexible and others straining toward certainty—demonstrate how physical landscapes came to furnish clues for thinking about social order.” Cruikshank, Do Glaciers Listen?, 213‐14. 7 Following Hilary Cunningham, I ask how we cultivate “a vigorous sense of borders, not simply as geopolitical demarcations, but also as differently permeable—that is, as ‘gates’ that are both opened and closed in particular ways and which continue to play significant roles in the creation and maintenance of ‘unequal ecologies.’” Hilary Cunningham, “Permeabilities, Ecology and Geopolitical Boundaries,” in Thomas M. Wilson and Hastings Donnan (eds), A Companion to Border Studies (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2012), 383. Pondering the nature of openness and closure, Doreen Massey, likewise observes that “the range of trajectories which is allowed in is carefully controlled.” “Some borders are being dismantled, some renegotiated, and yet others—new ones—are being erected,” she writes. “The real socio‐political question concerns less, perhaps, the degree of openness/closure […], than the terms on which that openness/closure is established.” Doreen Massey, For Space (London: Sage Publications, 2005), 179. Reflecting on the porosity of boundaries, 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decipher the politics of connectivity—constrains and/or expands our sense of political possibility and our visions of justice. Moreover, I contend that what we allow to be (seen) in relation structures our historical imagination, geographical imagination, and political imagination. Donna Haraway argues “for pleasure in the confusion of boundaries and for responsibility in their construction.”8 This dissertation takes up Haraway’s challenge but situates it within a settler colonial and post‐political context.9 Of particular concern, therefore, is the ethical terrain on which these negotiations take place. I propose a theory and practice of dialectical expansiveness as a means for creating the ethical foundation for new forms of recognition that foreground justice in the perennial struggle to construct and confuse borders. Looking at a map of the region or traveling through the landscape, one soon encounters a series of territorial and political boundaries. The international boundary separating the United States and Canada, which also delineates the northern edge of both Glacier National Park and the Blackfeet Reservation, is by far the most obvious. (Figure 0.4) Despite the absence of a fence or wall—fortifications characteristic of the U.S.‐Mexico border—the U.S.‐Canada border is still literally                                                         Arif Dirlik argues, “This is not to return to some kind of geographic determinism or bounded notion of place, but to suggest that any intellectually and politically critical notion of place must recognize some notion of boundary; porosity of boundaries is not the same as the abolition of boundaries. Groundedness, which is not the same thing as immutable fixity, and some measure of definition by flexible and porous boundaries, I suggest, are crucial to any conceptualization of place and place‐based consciousness. Place as metaphor suggests groundedness from below, and a flexible and porous boundary around it, without closing out the extralocal, all the way to the global.” Arif Dirlik, “Place‐Based Imagination: Globalism and the Politics of Place,” in Arif Dirlik and Roxann Prazniak (eds), Places and Politics in an Age of Globalization (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2001), 22. 8 Donna Haraway, Simians, Cyborgs, and Women: The Reinvention of Nature (New York: Routledge, 1991), 150. 9 For an overview of settler colonialism see Alyosha Goldstein, “Where the Nation Takes Place: Proprietary Regimes, Antistatism, and U.S. Settler Colonialism,” South Atlantic Quarterly, Vol. 107, No. 4 (2008); Patrick Wolfe, “Structure and Event: Settler Colonialism, Time, and the Question of Genocide,” in A. Dirk Moses (ed), Empire, Colony, Genocide: Conquest, Occupation, and Subaltern 
Resistance in World History (New York: Berghahn, 2008). For a discussion of post‐politics see Erik Swyngedouw, “The Non‐political Politics of Climate Change,” ACME: An International E­Journal for 
Critical Geographies, Vol. 12, No. 1 (2013), 1‐8; Erik Swyngedouw, “Apocalypse Forever?: Post‐political Populism and the Spectre of Climate Change,” Theory, Culture & Society, Vol. 27, No. 2‐3 (2010), 213‐232; Erik Swyngedouw, “The Antinomies of the Postpolitical City: In Search of a Democratic Politics of Environmental Production,” International Journal of Urban and Regional 
Research, Vol. 33, No. 3 (2009), 601–620. 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inscribed in the landscape. Since 1925, the International Boundary Commission has maintained a 20‐foot‐wide vista or clear‐cut swath that runs for 1,260 miles along the 49th parallel.10 (Figure 0.5) Although the border between Glacier National Park and the Blackfeet Reservation is less conspicuous than the international boundary, it too is physically inscribed in the landscape. Running roughly perpendicular to the international border, the park/reservation boundary—the precise location of which has been the subject of much controversy over the past century—is marked by a 9‐foot‐wide vista that slices through dense forests and passes over steep mountains, bisecting Chief Mountain, for example, which is sacred to the Blackfeet. (Figure 0.6) Both of these boundaries are clearly visible in aerial photographs and satellite imagery of the region. Not all borders, however, are marked on the map or inscribed in the landscape. Processes of bounding and modes of belonging are thus not so easily discerned. Maps do not reveal the complex relationships between spatial and temporal boundaries nor do they illuminate the connections between territorial or political boundaries and epistemological and ontological boundaries. In order to better understand the imposition of “temporal and spatial limitations on indigenous political life,” this dissertation examines the intimate relationships between overt forms of spatial or territorial dispossession and more subtle forms of epistemological and ontological dispossession.11 As Bruce Braun observes, “Epistemic erasures are not innocent; they justify political and territorial erasures.”12  A less noticeable boundary separates the Mission Mountains Wilderness, managed by the United States Forest Service, from the Mission Mountains Tribal 
                                                        10 International Boundary Commission, accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.internationalboundarycommission.org/. See also Sheila McManus, “The Borderlands of the US West,” in Gordon Morris Bakken (ed), The World of the American West (New York: Routledge, 2011); Frank Jacobs, “A Not‐So‐Straight Story,” New York Times (November 28, 2011). 11 Kevin Bruyneel, The Third Space of Sovereignty: The Postcolonial Politics of U.S.­Indigenous Relations (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2007), 217. 12 Bruce Braun, The Intemperate Rainforest: Nature, Culture, and Power on Canada’s West Coast (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2002), 8. 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Wilderness, managed by the Confederated Salish & Kootenai Tribes.13 (Figure 0.7) The high crest that divides federal wilderness from tribal wilderness is one of the more striking examples of a border that signifies not only jurisdictional but also epistemological and ontological difference. Distinct management philosophies and goals are apparent when comparing the language contained in Tribal Wilderness Ordinance 79A, approved by the Tribal Council in 1982, with the Federal Wilderness Act of 1964. Intrepid backpackers attempting to traverse the range quickly grasp, via sore knees and feet, the material effects of these divergent philosophies. The poorly marked and largely unmaintained trails that characterize the tribal wilderness do not signal neglect but instead reflect a different set of priorities, where the assertion of tribal sovereignty and the preservation of tribal culture take precedence over recreational use. Every summer, the Grizzly Bear Management Zone, a ten‐thousand‐acre segment of the tribal wilderness that includes some of the highest and most scenic alpine terrain, is closed to the public for two and a half months. Putting bears before backpackers, this decision not only stands as a testament to the bold vision of land managers and citizens of the Flathead Nation, it also represents a fundamentally different politics of connectivity.  In The Third Space of Sovereignty, Kevin Bruyneel adopts a “boundary‐focused approach” in order to reveal other forms of political space.14 State‐sanctioned geographic boundaries are “very important and oppressive,” he argues, but they are “slightly less insidious” as “colonial impositions” precisely because of their heightened visibility.15 In contrast, Bruyneel writes, “The active effort to impose boundaries around economic, legal, and political institutions; jurisdictional authority over territory; and narratives of belonging in time more odiously serve the colonialist aims of delegitimating, constraining, and/or assimilating indigenous                                                         13 For a detailed history of the tribal wilderness see Diane L. Krahe “A Sovereign Prescription for Preservation: The Mission Mountains Tribal Wilderness,” in Richmond L. Clow and Imre Sutton (eds), 
Trusteeship in Change: Toward Tribal Autonomy in Resource Management (Boulder: University Press of Colorado, 2001). See also Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, Mission Mountains Tribal 
Wilderness: A Case Study (Pablo, MT: Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, 2005).  14 Bruyneel, The Third Space of Sovereignty, xiii, 222. Bruyneel writes, “Boundaries serve as a valuable and unique interdisciplinary focal point because they are at the productive center of the conflict between American colonial impositions and indigenous post‐colonial resistance” (xvii).  15 Bruyneel, The Third Space of Sovereignty, 20, 6‐10. 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political expression.”16 Following Bruyneel, the international boundary assumes a secondary role in this dissertation. Other borders, less visible though equally consequential, figure more prominently. What makes the region so unique is not just the quantity of borders but also their specific qualities, particularly when seen in relation to one another. This dissertation is structured around a series of conjunctions or “unconnected connections”—material and discursive boundaries similar to the one that separates the vanishing Indian from the vanishing glacier.17 Collectively, these conjunctions reveal the complex assemblages of nature, race, possession, and sovereignty in the Alberta/Montana borderlands. This region is indeed an ineluctably dialectic landscape. However, it is also a landscape littered with “dead dialectics” and “zombie categories”—byproducts, I suggest, of the tangled web of spatial and temporal borders that bisect the region, releasing dialectical tension and circumscribing political possibility.18 A border, like a landscape, “effaces its own readability and naturalizes itself.”19 At the same time it naturalizes systems of knowledge and modes of rationality. It reduces dialectical complexity, in other words, by attempting to establish “definitional certainty.”20 As instruments of division and integration, borders release the dialectical tension that inheres in landscape and activate property functions that enable both ontologies and epistemologies to be possessed. Maintained by an array of spatial and temporal borders, conjunctions are integral to preserving the legitimacy of possession. Yet specters will always penetrate a permeable membrane. As practitioners of the just landscape, it is our responsibility to allow ourselves to be haunted by them.                                                         16 Bruyneel, The Third Space of Sovereignty, 20. Bruyneel continues, “In resistance, indigenous postcolonial politics seeks to resignify settler‐state boundaries as the domain of subaltern, anticolonial activity rather than as the sites of connection and separation between seamlessly bounded states, peoples, structures, and histories.” 17 I often refer to these “unconnected connections” as conjunctions throughout the dissertation. However, the term “disjunctive conjunctions” is a more accurate description since it implies both disconnection and connection. Sparke, In the Space of Theory, xvi. 18 Elizabeth A. Povinelli, The Cunning of Recognition: Indigenous Alterities and the Making of 
Australian Multiculturalism (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2002); Ulrich Beck and Johannes Willms, Conversations with Ulrich Beck (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2004). 19 W.J.T. Mitchell (ed), Landscape and Power (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994), 2. 20 Nicholas Blomley, Unsettling the City: Urban Land and the Politics of Property (New York: Routledge, 2004), xv. 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Following Bruno Latour, we must “learn to be affected.”21 Evoking the just landscape is not meant to signal that justice has been achieved. Rather, it indicates a desire, responsibility, and commitment to think and act in terms of justice—to foreground questions about justice, including questions about its very definition. The just landscape, then, is really the justice‐seeking landscape.  Walter Benjamin’s angel and Jacques Derrida’s specter animate this dialectical landscape, loosening the grip of possession and revealing a diversity of political possibilities. “In Benjamin’s rendering,” Wendy Brown writes, “dialectics functions as a name for the process by which some element of the past is made to live in the present, is ignited by the present, and transforms present and past in this illumination.”22 Just as Benjamin’s dialectics can facilitate a temporal encounter of past and present, they can also facilitate a spatial encounter of here and there. In addition, they can help us inventory the zombie categories, which, according to Ulrich Beck, “haunt our thinking.”23 To activate dead dialectics, contest false dialectics, and reveal hidden dialectical tensions, I juxtapose seemingly unrelated “aspects of landscape in such a way that their interdependence becomes obvious.”24 This act of pairing—or facilitating temporal and spatial encounters—reveals the contours of hegemonic constructions of nature, race, and sovereignty and unsettles the “quietness of [their] possession.”25 It also challenges “ontological expansiveness,” a potent yet under‐theorized aspect of white privilege that helps to establish “whiteness as an epistemological a priori.”26 Ontological expansiveness                                                         21 Bruno Latour, “Good and Bad Science: The Stengers‐Desprest Falsification Principle,” in Madeleine Akrich and Marc Berg (eds), Bodies on Trial (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2001). Cited in Doreen Massey, “Landscape as a Provocation: Reflections on Moving Mountains,” Journal of Material 
Culture, Vol. 11, No. 1‐2 (2006), 44. 22 Brown, Politics Out of History, 166. 23 Beck, Conversations with Ulrich Beck, 19. Similarly, David Harvey writes, “The dead weight of conventional spatio‐temporal thinking and actual spatio‐temporal forms weighs like a practical nightmare on the thoughts and material possibilities of the living.” David Harvey, Justice, Nature, and 
the Geography of Difference (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishers, 1996), 419. 24 Don Mitchell, The Lie of the Land: Migrant Workers and the California Landscape (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1996), 16. 25 Blomley, Unsettling the City, 14. 26 Shannon Sullivan develops the idea of ontological expansiveness, whereas Aileen Moreton‐Robinson writes about whiteness as an epistemological a priori. Shannon Sullivan, Revealing 
Whiteness: The Unconscious Habits of Racial Privilege (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2006), 10; Aileen Moreton‐Robinson, “Whiteness, epistemology and Indigenous representation,” in Aileen 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names the ambition for universality that is embedded in particular systems of knowledge and modes of rationality. To counter ontological expansiveness, I propose the notion of dialectical expansiveness as a means for prefiguring the just landscape. This shift—compatible with David Harvey’s call for the preservation and continuous expansion of dialectical tensions—recognizes the extent to which ontological expansiveness is synonymous with dialectical contraction.27 The true cost of restricting what is allowed to traffic in the landscape manifests itself in a diminished sense of possibility and an inability to imagine alternative political geographies.28 In this context, possibility itself is endangered. “It is not only species that are becoming extinct but also the words, phrases, and gestures of human solidarity.”29 Felix Guattari’s observation captures the profound yet hidden cost of maintaining “unconnected connections” such as the vanishing Indian/glacier. My insistence on dialectical expansiveness is motivated by a desire to contribute not only to the preservation of words, phrases, and gestures, but also acts of human solidarity. Such an approach not only foregrounds solidarity, it also facilitates transition toward a particular form of solidarity, one that supports the “prefigurative/transformative praxis” of “critical individual and collective self‐recognition.”30 Practicing dialectical expansiveness, I suggest, can help to create an ethical foundation for new forms of mutual recognition that foreground justice in the perennial struggle to construct and confuse boundaries. Noting the constant tension between form and symbol, Don Mitchell identifies a fundamental paradox of landscape. “Social struggle makes the                                                         Moreton‐Robinson (ed), Whitening Race: Essays in Social and Cultural Criticism (Canberra, Australia: Aboriginal Studies Press, 2004), 75. 27 David Harvey, Spaces of Global Capitalism: Towards a Theory of Uneven Geographical Development (New York: Verso, 2006), 146. 28 Kevin Bruyneel, The Third Space of Sovereignty: The Postcolonial Politics of U.S.­Indigenous Relations (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2007), 221‐22. 29 Felix Guattari, The Three Ecologies, trans. Ian Pindar and Paul Sutton (New York: Continuum, 2008), 44. 30 Glen Coulthard, “Subjects of Empire: Indigenous Peoples and the ‘Politics of Recognition’ in Canada,” Contemporary Political Theory, Vol. 6, No. 4 (2007), 456. This form of solidarity is also amenable to what Audra Simpson calls the “feeling side of recognition.” Audra Simpson, “On Ethnographic Refusal: Indigeneity, ‘Voice’ and Colonial Citizenship,” Junctures: The Journal for 
Thematic Dialogue 9 (2007), 78. 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landscape,” he writes, “and the landscape is always in a state of becoming: it is never 
entirely stable. Yet landscape is also a totality. That is, powerful social actors […] are continually trying to represent the landscape as a fixed, total, and naturalized entity—as a unitary thing.”31 The Alberta/Montana borderlands are unique insofar as instability and flux—in both the discursive and material register—have increasingly come to define the region. Ironically, a state of becoming is becoming naturalized. Glacier National Park’s reinvention as an International Peace Park and a UNESCO World Heritage Site is emblematic of the conceptual and political flux. Profound changes to regional ecologies brought on by climate change—from the shortage of glaciers and grizzlies to the overabundance of bark beetles and lake trout—epitomize the environmental flux. Despite the instability of form and symbol, the logic of Mitchell’s paradox remains operational. What has been preserved, in other words, in this landscape of perpetual vanishing is a set of dangerously unsustainable power relations, which have ossified in our ideas about property and our claims of possession. The rich dialectical complexity of the Alberta/Montana borderlands—including conjunctions and the specters that rupture them—presents us with a unique opportunity to forge a transformative political theory and praxis based on a substantive and simultaneous commitment to justice in multiple registers.  This dissertation is comprised of an introduction, seven chapters, and an epilogue. Chapter 1 frames Glacier National Park in terms of its distinctive geology and suggests that these geologic processes offer clues for refiguring temporal and spatial relations. In addition to considering the implications of the region’s unique geology, chapter 1 focuses on the politics of connectivity, particularly within settler colonial contexts. Chapter 2 focuses specifically on questions about mobility in entangled landscapes, a key aspect of the larger politics of connectivity. Revisiting the simultaneous development of national parks and Indian reservations in the years following the Civil War, the chapter considers how the cultural politics of race, nature, and difference reflect recent transformations in ecological theory and                                                         31 Mitchell, The Lie of the Land, 30. 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practice. Chapter 3 examines the relationship between primitive accumulation and settler colonialism, both of which are increasingly theorized as structures and ongoing processes. This chapter suggests that a distinct form of accumulation emerges from the intersection of primitive accumulation and settler colonialism. Examples of settler accumulation are explored within the context of contemporary struggles over hydraulic fracturing on the Blackfeet Reservation. Chapters 4 and 5 are closely related and both examine the conjunction of vanishing Indians and glaciers. Chapter 4 establishes the fact that both vanishing Indians of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and vanishing glaciers of the early twenty‐first century are central to the story of Glacier National Park. Chapter 5 focuses on the continuity of the logic of vanishing, particularly as manifest in the rhetoric of vanishing. The continuity of this rhetoric suggests that the contemporary “endangered glacier narrative” is not only related to but also predicated on the historical “vanishing Indian narrative.” Moreover, the continuity reveals a profoundly colonial dimension of climate change. Chapter 6 explores the politics of commemoration within settler colonial contexts. Revealing how time and space are partitioned in a manner that obscures structural continuities, this chapter situates Glacier National Park’s 2010 centennial in relation to the 2010 centennial of the implementation of the General Allotment Act on the Flathead Reservation, which opened it to white settlement. Whereas chapters 4 and 5 consider how space is temporalized, chapter 6 examines how time is spatialized in settler colonial contexts. Examining the relationship, or lack thereof, between peace and justice within the context of conservation, the concluding chapter (Chapter 7) reframes Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park as Waterton‐Glacier Intertribal Justice Park. The latter, I argue, more accurately describes a set of material and discursive practices that testify to the partial failure of indigenous dispossession, the refusal of settler recognition, and the durability of aboriginal possession. The epilogue serves as a more conventional conclusion and includes a summary of my primary arguments. The scope of the dissertation is intentionally broad. Theorizing the just landscape requires an expansive scope in order to develop an ethics of mobility—a 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means of traversing the dialectical landscape that expands rather than contracts the political imagination.32 Ultimately it is the relationships between the various topics—and the permeable borders that selectively divide and integrate them—that are of primary concern. I employ a variety of methodological approaches to explore the conjunctions, including archival research, discourse analysis, participant‐observation, and decolonizing methodologies.33 The colonial present is my point of departure throughout. I utilize a genealogical approach, which, as Wendy Brown suggests, “reorients the relationship of history to political possibility.”34 I maintain a self‐reflexive attitude towards method throughout. In part, this dissertation seeks to answer the question: What sort of methodology or praxis does the just landscape demand? In turn, what gestures of solidarity, forms of recognition, and practices of justice are elicited by employing this method? 
                                                        32 This ethics of mobility—explored in greater depth in the following chapter—is related to Sarah Whatmore’s notion of “relational ethics” and the “praxis of ethical relating,” and also Deborah Bird Rose’s idea of “an ethic of human connectivity.” Sarah Whatmore, Hybrid Geographies: Nature, 
Cultures, Spaces (London: SAGE Publications, 2002), 159‐164, 166. Deborah Bird Rose, Reports from a 
Wild Country: Ethics for Decolonisation (Sydney, Australia: University of New South Wales Press, 2004), 7, 13, 214. 33 Linda Tuhiwai Smith, Decolonizing Methodologies: Research and Indigenous Peoples (London: Zed Books Ltd, 1999). 34 Brown, Politics Out of History, 103. Offering a variation on the genealogical approach, anthropologist Hugh Raffles writes, “It is difficult to write densely constituted worlds filled with things that can, without naïveté or reductionism, be termed nature. Such nature calls for a natural history, an articulation of natures and histories that works across and against spatial and temporal scale to bring people, places, and the non‐human into ‘our space’ of the present. This is less a history of nature than a way of writing the present as a condensation of multiple natures and their differences.” Hugh Raffles, In Amazonia: A Natural History (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2002), 7. 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Figure 0.1 Map of the Alberta/Montana borderlands (Courtesy of Sarah Kanouse) 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Figure 0.2 Map of Glacier National Park (Courtesy of the National Park Service) 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Figure 0.3 Western boundary of Glacier National Park along the North Fork of the Flathead River near the Polebridge Ranger Station 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Figure 0.4 U.S.‐Canada border near the Flathead Port of Entry along the North Fork of the Flathead River 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Figure 0.5 U.S.‐Canada border near the Chief Mountain Port of Entry
  17 
 
 
Figure 0.6 Boundary between Blackfeet Reservation (left) and Glacier National Park (right) near Lower Two Medicine Lake. 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Figure 0.7 Sign marking the boundary between the Mission Mountain Wilderness (foreground) and the Mission Mountains Tribal Wilderness (background) near Lake of the Clouds 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CHAPTER 1 
The Politics of Connectivity in a Fractured Landscape   To see, to realize in full [Glacier National Park’s] beauty, still leaves one puzzled. One of the peculiarities of the landscape, due perhaps to its differences, is its insistence upon explanation. How came this prehistoric plain so etched with cirques and valleys as to leave standing only worm‐like crests, knife‐edged walls, amphitheatres, and isolated peaks? The answer is the story of a romantic episode in the absorbing history of America’s making.1    — Robert Sterling Yard, 1919  
 
“A Romance in Rocks”: The Lewis Overthrust Fault  “One of the most impressive geologic features in Montana is the mountainside north of you,” declares a sign atop the Continental Divide at Marias Pass. Erected by the Montana Department of Transportation, the geologic road sign interprets the distinctive Lewis Overthrust Fault for weary motorists. (Figure 1.1)   Notice the prominent layer of white limestone halfway up the mountainside. The rocks above this layer were deposited more than 50 miles southwest of here and moved here as part of the Lewis Thrust Sheet—an enormous slab of Precambrian‐age sediments more than a mile thick that encompasses most of today’s Glacier National Park. The Lewis Thrust Fault on which the thrust sheet moved is under the whitish limestone layer and is a thin zone of intensely sheared shale.2  As a result of the thrust fault, the layers of sedimentary rock on Summit and Little Dog Mountains—visible across the highway—are “out‐of‐order,” the sign explains.                                                         1 Robert Sterling Yard, The Book of the National Parks (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1919), 258‐59. 2 Montana Department of Transportation, “Geologic Roadsigns,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.mdt.mt.gov/travinfo/geomarkers.shtml#4. The view of the fault from Marias Pass is also highlighted in James Dyson’s 1949 bulletin, “The Geologic Story of Glacier National Park.” “From U. S. Highway No. 2 just east of Marias Pass an excellent distant view of the thrust may be obtained,” Dyson writes. “About three miles to the north it appears as a nearly horizontal line high on the side of Summit Mountain. Above it is a vertical cliff in which white Altyn and red Grinnell are prominent, and below is a gentler slope composed of gray‐brown Cretaceous shale.” James L. Dyson, “The Geologic Story of Glacier National Park,” Special Bulletin No. 3 (Glacier Natural History Association, 1957 [1949]). 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(Figure 1.2) Older layers of rock, in other words, rest atop younger layers, defying the fundamental law of superposition. To make the impromptu geology lesson more concrete, a suggested “geo‐activity” encourages visitors to simulate the excruciatingly slow process of mountain building with silly putty. Considered a textbook example of thrust faulting by geologists worldwide, the Lewis Fault is nevertheless easily overlooked by the casual tourist, more attuned to the charismatic elements of the landscape such as glaciers, grizzly bears, and cascading waterfalls. The role of the fault in shaping the scenic landscape, however, cannot be overstated. And interest in the fault, at least among geologists, is as old as the park itself, which was established in 1910. The fault was “discovered” and named—after Meriwether Lewis of Lewis and Clark fame—by the USGS geologist Bailey Willis in the summer of 1901 while resurveying the Northwest Boundary.3 “It will be seen […] that this titanic overthrust fault, which occurred millions of years ago, is the primary reason for Glacier National Park today,” asserted Robert Sterling Yard in 1919. “It is the distinguishing feature that differentiates this part of the Rockies from all other mountain regions in North America.”4 The fault, “one of the largest in the world,” will also be of “great interest to scientists,” Yard claimed.5 In his telling of the story, the thrust fault and the glaciers worked hand in hand to produce the park’s grand scenery. “The Lewis Overthrust Fault gave the glaciers a wonderful opportunity,” Yard wrote.6 The thrust fault, in his estimation, essentially created a massive stone block—a tabula rasa—that the glaciers slowly carved and sculpted 
                                                        3 Although the discovery is generally attributed to Willis, historian James Sheire suggests that Raphael Pumpelly, who visited the region in 1882‐83, might have encountered the fault almost two decades earlier. “In addition to identifying coal beds on the North Fork of the Flathead, Pumpelly might have been the first man to note the Lewis Overthrust, one of Glacier’s most interesting geologic features. In the area of Marias Pass, he wrote, ‘I found a remarkable and long fault line.’” James W. Sheire, “Historic Resource Study,” Proposal H‐1 (Glacier National Park, 1970), 156. 4 Robert Sterling Yard, Glacier National Park, Montana (Chicago: United States Railroad Administration, National Park Series, 1919), 7‐9. Similarly, geologists Clyde Ross and Richard Rezak described the fault as “the dominant structural feature of the region.” Clyde P. Ross and Richard Rezak, “The Rocks and Fossils of Glacier National Park: The Story of Their Origin and History,” Geological Survey Professional Paper 294—K (Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 1959). 5 Yard, Glacier National Park, Montana, 7. 6 Ibid. 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into the now familiar forms.7 “In fact,” he argued straightforwardly, “it is the result of this glacial action of the past combined with […] the Lewis Overthrust Fault that makes Glacier National Park the beauty spot it is today.”8 Like the interpretive signs, the park’s promotional literature often included short lessons in geology. A 1941 booklet, for example, stated, “Glacier National Park reveals a fascinating story of the hardening, uplifting, cracking, and erosion of rocks which were once deposited as mud on the bottom of an ancient sea. Here a great block of the earth’s crust was raised and thrust eastward over the Great Plains for 20 miles. The mountains, lake basins, and valleys were carved from this rock by erosional agents, principally glaciers.”9 The park’s distinctiveness is a result not only of this unique combination of geologic processes but also of the accessibility these processes. As geologist Marius Campbell argued in 1914, the visibility of the Lewis Fault sets it apart from similar formations found throughout the world. “On account of the great movement and the excellence of the exposures,” he wrote, “this great fault […] is destined to become a classic in geologic literature.”10 “[T]he workings of nature are not concealed nor mysterious,” Campbell later insisted. Rather, he noted, “they are simple in the extreme and open to the inspection of all who choose to look about them and study her work at first hand.”11 Another geologist, James Dyson, touted the national parks in general as ideal open‐air classrooms for the study of geology. “Nowhere within our land can the accomplishments of the great geological processes, or their present‐day operation, be seen to better advantage than in many of our national parks and monuments.”12 Glacier National Park, in particular, was                                                         7 Elsewhere, Yard wrote, “During the overthrusting, which may have taken a million years, and during the millions of years since, the frosts have chiseled open and the rains have washed away all the overthrust strata, the accumulations of the geological ages from Algonkian times down, except only that one bottom layer. This alone remained for the three ice invasions of the Glacial Age to carve into the extraordinary area which is called to‐day the Glacier National Park.” Yard, The Book of the 
National Parks, 260. 8 Yard, Glacier National Park, Montana, 6. 9 “Glacier National Park, Montana” (Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 1941), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.nps.gov/history/history/online_books/brochures/1941/glac/index.htm. 10 Marius R. Campbell, “The Glacier National Park: A Popular Guide to Its Geology and Scenery,” USGS Bulletin 600 (Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 1914). 11 Marius R. Campbell, “Origin of the Scenic Features of the Glacier National Park” (Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 1921). 12 Dyson, “The Geologic Story of Glacier National Park.” 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richly endowed with such accomplishments. “Within its boundaries there perhaps is exhibited a greater variety of geologic features than in any of the others,” he suggested.13 “Held within these superb mountains is an entertaining geologic story, which they are anxious and willing to tell us,” Dyson continued. “All we need to do is unlock the door with the key the geologist gives us and then go see for ourselves. […] The American people are interested in this story for they realize that to understand what they see is to increase their enjoyment thousand fold.”14   
Chief Mountain  The Lewis Fault was not the only object to attract Bailey Willis’s attention in 1901. He was also captivated by Chief Mountain, one of the fault’s signature creations.15 Straddling the U.S.‐Canada border as well as the boundary between Glacier National Park and the Blackfeet Reservation, Chief Mountain, like the more familiar Devils Tower in northeastern Wyoming, rises majestically from plains and dominates the skyline. (Figure 1.3) Set apart from the Rocky Mountain Front and visible from over a hundred miles away, the sacred mountain has long served as a beacon for travelers. “Close to the forty‐ninth parallel stands a lonely sentinel, as bold in his isolation as any mountain of the range,” wrote Bailey in 1902.   Within a hundred miles north and east all who ride the featureless prairies greet him as their landmark. The Indians call him ‘Chief.’ He who in the days of the early explorers called him ‘The King’ better expressed the majestic individuality of the peak, as we see it from afar. Draw near and clamber over the ruins that encompass its base, huge blocks fallen in chaotic heaps. Look up the riven cliffs, tread the crest in which chasms yawn, and as the blast sweeps fiercely by, scan the scars with which the elements have marked ‘The 
                                                        13 In 1913, journalist Hoke Smith made a similar claim about the density of “Indian legend” in Glacier National Park. “There probably is more Indian legend there than in any other area of 1,400 square miles upon the face of the earth,” Smith boasted. “No other national park in Uncle Sam’s domain offers such opportunity of obtaining an intimate knowledge of the Indian and his home life.” Hoke Smith, “Wonders on Roof of Continent Make Glacier National Park Marvel Land,” The Duluth Herald (May 26, 1913). 14 Dyson, “The Geologic Story of Glacier National Park.” 15 In technical terms, Chief Mountain is a klippe structure. 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King’ in the battle of untold ages. It is a conflict which no mountain survives.16   Two decades later, Marius Campbell echoed Willis’s sentiment in a report on the “scenic features” of Glacier National Park. “The mountain stands as a single monolith 1,500 feet in height, facing the plains as though it were a sentinel standing guard over the hunting ground of the Red Man,” he wrote.17 In 1919, Madison Grant described Chief Mountain, likewise, as “by far the boldest natural feature of the region.” And it “stands out before the other mountains of the range like a chief leading his men,” he added.18 Calling Glacier’s geologic history “a romance in rocks,” a 1920 park brochure characterized Chief Mountain as “a tooth‐shaped monster of yellow Altyn limestone standing alone and detached upon rocks millions of years younger.”19 Writing in a more pastoral mode, Robert Sterling Yard claimed that Chief Mountain “owes much of its remarkable distinction to the incompatibility of its form and color with the prairie upon which it lies but out of which it seems to burst.”20 Elsewhere, Yard wrote, “Owing to the overthrusting and the sagging here and there of these strata, the colors are never horizontal and orderly, but everywhere tip one way or the other at differing angles.”21 
                                                        16 Bailey Willis, “Along the Northwest Boundary,” The World’s Work (July 1902), 2336. 17 “The Indians called this mountain the ‘Old Chief,’ from its commanding attitude, and it is still known by this name,” Campbell continued. Campbell, “Origin of the Scenic Features of the Glacier National Park.”  18 The mountain, Grant continued, “had been seen and named long before that, for on the early map sent back to President Jefferson by Lewis and Clark in 1804 a mountain is indicated at about this point, called The King—evidently a translation of the Indian term, Chief of Mountains. It is not surprising that it should have received this name, for it is visible for a great distance from the more or less level prairie north, east, and south, and stands out before the other mountains of the range like a chief leading his men” (3). Later, Grant wrote, “The name Chief Mountain is of Indian origin. In some early books and maps it is called King Mountain; in others, Kaiser Peak. Both obviously are translations of the term by which it was known to the Indians” (9). Madison Grant, Early History of 
Glacier National Park, Montana (Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 1919). 19 “Rules and Regulations, Glacier National Park, 1920” (Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 1920), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.nps.gov/history/history/online_books/brochures/1920/glac/sec1.htm. 20 Yard, The Book of the National Parks, 260‐61. 21 Robert Sterling Yard, The Call of the Mountains: Vacations in Glacier National Park (Great Northern Railway, 1927), 5, accessed June 20, 2013, http://cdm15018.contentdm.oclc.org/cdm/compoundobject/collection/p267301coll1/id/3477/rec/80. 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Chief Mountain is often described as an isolated remnant. It is literally the leftovers of the original upper plate, which has slowly but steadily eroded over the course of 170 million years since it was thrust eastward over the plains. “Erosion in the eastern part of the overthrust block […] has left several isolated remnants (outliers) east of the main mass of the mountains,” wrote James Dyson. “The best known of these is Chief Mountain.”22 Describing the geology of the Kennedy Valley in 1914, Marius Campbell wrote,    Long ago the hard mountain rocks extended continuously out along the ridge north […] of Kennedy Creek to Chief Mountain, but the streams have been so active that they have cut it away, leaving only remnants here and there to mark its former position. Chief Mountain, the largest of these remnants, stands in massive grandeur overlooking more than 100 miles of plain to the east. The Indians recognized its resemblance to an old warrior and always referred to the mountain as ‘The Old Chief,’ and this name still clings to it.23   The full significance of Chief Mountain’s status as a remnant—not to mention the precariousness of its name—remains unclear without further elucidation.24  Punctuated by Chief Mountain, the rugged landscape of northwestern Montana demands explanation. So argued Robert Sterling Yard in 1919. “To see, to realize in full its beauty, still leaves one puzzled,” he claimed.25 “One of the peculiarities of the landscape, due perhaps to its differences, is its insistence upon explanation.” Of course, Yard had in mind a particular sort of scientific explanation, which promised a meticulous accounting of the physical processes that shaped the landscape over an almost unfathomable period of time. “How came this prehistoric plain,” he asked, “so etched with cirques and valleys as to leave standing only worm‐                                                        22 Dyson, “The Geologic Story of Glacier National Park.” 23 Campbell continued, “The mountain consists of a single block of limestone 1,500 feet high, with a front so nearly vertical that it cannot be climbed, but the back slope is less precipitous and affords a route to the summit. The great fault cuts the mountain at its base. The rocks lying above the fault are very old, but the dark shale below is very young. This relation shows that the rocks of the mountains have been thrust toward the northeast, far out over the rocks of the plains, and that Chief Mountain represents a remnant of the overthrust mass.” Campbell, “The Glacier National Park.” 24 Indians and glaciers have both been described as “feeble remnants,” “degenerate relics,” and “last vestiges.” Further elucidation is provided in chapter 5 of this dissertation, which explores the rhetoric of vanishing in greater depth. 25 Yard, The Book of the National Parks, 258‐59. 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like crests, knife‐edged walls, amphitheatres, and isolated peaks?” “The answer is the story of a romantic episode in the absorbing history of America’s making,” Yard concluded.26 This final remark implies that science alone was not up to the task of explanation. By evoking “romance” and “America,” Yard hinted at a substantive social dimension in an otherwise biophysical story. His comment about geology thus foreshadowed Julie Cruikshank’s observation, nearly a century later, about glaciology: “The impact of glaciers […] lies not simply in their immense physical presence but also in their contributions to social imagination.”27 The landscape, in other words, is “entangled with power relations and geophysical substance.”28 In this dissertation, the Lewis Overthrust Fault and Chief Mountain symbolize the rupturing of time and space. More precisely, the out‐of‐place and out‐of‐time rocks do not represent rupture so much as they are rupture—they manifest it. The rocks, therefore, confer the concept of rupture, as metaphor, a degree of materiality and physical heft that it often lacks. In the spirit of Walter Benjamin, it could be said that Chief Mountain blasts “open the continuum of history,” not only in a figurative sense but also a literal one.29 The prominent landmark, in other words, can be interpreted as an “interruption” of history and an “activation” of the past, as well as an “incitation” in the present. Whereas, historically, Chief Mountain oriented people in space, today it also disorients people in time. In so doing, the mountain offers important clues about “how we might refigure the relation of the present to the past, how we might articulate the mass and force of the past in the present when they can no longer be captured by a progressive narrative.”30 Drawing on Marx, Walter Benjamin argues in his famous essay, “On the Concept of History,” that the task of the historian—specifically, the historical materialist—is to “brush history 
                                                        26 Ibid. 27 Julie Cruikshank, Do Glaciers Listen?: Local Knowledge, Colonial Encounters, and Social Imagination (Vancouver: UBC Press, 2005), 6. 28 Donald S. Moore, Suffering for Territory: Race, Place, and Power in Zimbabwe (Durham: Duke University Press, 2005), 317. 29 Walter Benjamin, Illuminations, trans. Harry Zohn (New York: Schocken Books, 1969), 253‐64. Cited in Wendy Brown, Politics Out of History (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2001), 144. 30 Brown, Politics Out of History, 139. 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against the grain.”31 In this story, Chief Mountain is the grain against which history (and geography) is brushed.  
Geology as Methodology  The Lewis Fault and Chief Mountain are manifestations of rupture and juxtaposition, geologic processes that are literally inscribed in the landscape. An emphasis on the materiality of these processes extends, moreover, from physical to social domains. Just as Chief Mountain embodies processes of rupture and juxtaposition, the landscape, according to Don Mitchell, can be interpreted as “a concretization or reification of the social relations that go into its making.”32 Landscape, in other words, is the physical manifestation, not the symbol, of these relations.33 In a similar vein, W.J.T. Mitchell suggests that landscape “doesn’t merely signify or symbolize power relations; it is an instrument of cultural power.”34 Therefore, he seeks to “change landscape from a noun to a verb”—to “ask not just what landscape ‘is’ or ‘means’ but what it does, how it works as a cultural practice.”35 If landscape as social practice possesses the power of ideology, as W.J.T. Mitchell suggests, Don Mitchell reasserts the materiality of ideology by grounding it in the solid earth. “[U]nlike ideology, which is as transient as words, landscape is solid, physical, the opposite of ephemeral,” he writes. “Landscape is thus ideology made solid: a produced space that does more than represent. It guides.”36  
                                                        31 Benjamin, Illuminations, 257. 32 Don Mitchell, “Dead Labor and the Political Economy of Landscape – California Living, California Dying,” in Kay Anderson, Mona Domosh, Steve Pile, and Nigel Thrift (eds), Handbook of Cultural 
Geography (London: SAGE Publications, 2003), 240. 33 Elsewhere, Mitchell argues, “[Landscape] works normatively […] largely to the degree that it is a physical form, a concrete materialization of social relations, and not ‘merely’ a representation, important as representations can be and are.” Don Mitchell, “Landscape,” in David Atkinson, Peter Jackson, David Sibley, and Neil Washbourne (eds), Cultural Geography: A Critical Dictionary of Key 
Concepts (London: I.B. Tauris, 2005), 50. 34 W.J.T. Mitchell, “Introduction,” in W.J.T. Mitchell (ed), Landscape and Power (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994), 1‐2. 35 Ibid, 1. 36 Don Mitchell, “New Axioms for Reading the Landscape: Paying Attention to Political Economy and Social Justice,” in James L. Wescoat Jr. and Douglas M. Johnston (eds), Political Economies of 
Landscape Change: Places of Integrative Power (Dordrecht: Springer, 2008), 44. Similarly, Donald 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Chief Mountain’s out‐of‐place and out‐of‐time rocks model rupture and juxtaposition. If landscape guides, so too does geology.37 And not just in a hegemonic sense, as Don Mitchell implies. In this case, Chief Mountain suggests the praxis of rupture and juxtaposition as methodology. In other words, Chief Mountain proposes a different mode of explanation—a means of both interpreting and also prefiguring a more just landscape. By manifesting an alternative set of relations between time and space—an alternative set of relations between past and present, between here and there—Chief Mountain, in turn, suggests alternative visions of justice and political possibility. The “geologic imagination,” in this sense, incites the political imagination.38  Chief Mountain’s invitation is taken up in this story. Its distinctive composition informs my own methodological approach to theorizing the dialectical landscape. With Chief Mountain in mind, I explore the conjunction of vanishing Indians and glaciers at Glacier National Park (Chapters 4 & 5). In the spirit of the Lewis Fault, I examine the conjunction of commemorative practices associated with the creation of a park and the destruction of a reservation (Chapter 6). Other chapters focus on the relationship between new conservation geographies and spaces of indigeneity (Chapter 2) as well as the linkages between primitive accumulation and settler colonialism as structures and ongoing processes (Chapter 3). In each case, I ask: what do these conjunctions reveal about the politics of connectivity?39 Like the Lewis Fault and Chief Mountain, which do not represent an unusual massing or juxtaposition of elements so much as they manifest it, these conjunctions                                                         Moore argues, “Landscapes, like history, subject people to conditions not of their own choosing.” Moore, Suffering for Territory, 22. 37 Bruce Braun considers “the geologizing of space” as a form of colonial governmentality in western Canada. Bruce Braun, “Producing Vertical Territory: Geology and Governmentality in Late Victorian Canada,” Ecumeme, Vol. 7, No. 1 (2000), 13. 38 Massey, For Space, 133. 39 Matthew Sparke writes, “The theoretical utility of [Doreen] Massey’s account is that it enables us to reimagine place as a venue in which space‐relating and space‐making processes come together in conjunctural events.” Thus, we might also ask: What do these “conjunctural events” reveal about structures of settler colonialism and how do these structures constrain the politics of connectivity? Matthew Sparke, “Commentary 2: Acknowledging responsibility For space,” Book review symposium, 
Progress in Human Geography, Vol. 31, No. 3 (2007), 400. 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manifest existing relations, even when these relations are disavowed, as is often the case. The conjunction of vanishing Indians and glaciers, in other words, is not hypothetical. The elements are already juxtaposed. And the conjunction is real, just like the “sensational massing” and “marvelous grouping” of rock and the “peculiar combination” of geologic processes. Deploying rupture as a methodology simply recognizes these existing relations, foregrounds these connections, and seeks to discern their political implications. Rupture allows us to explore “unconnected connections,” and it interferes with processes of settler colonialism that seek to “dispossess forms of connection.”40 Like Henri Lefebvre’s method of transduction, rupture and juxtaposition also provide “a way to cut a path that leads beyond the actual world already realized and toward a possible world yet to come.”41 A geologic methodology is fitting, moreover, given the recent “geologic turn” within the critical humanities, signified by the dawn of the Anthropocene era.42 Deploying geology as a methodology raises crucial questions about how the idea of the Anthropocence functions in the colonial present.43 For example, how do colonial traces remain consequential in a geologic era that flattens social difference and diffuses culpability?44 How does the idea of the Anthropocene function within settler colonial contexts? And how is it interrupted or complicated by the politics of indigeneity?45 A geologic methodology also provides tools for comprehending the                                                         40 Sparke, In the Space of Theory, xvi; Matthew Sparke, “Geopolitical Fears, Geoeconomic Hopes, and the Responsibilities of Geography,” Annals of the Association of American Geographers, Vol. 97, No. 2 (2007), 346. 41 Mark Purcell, The Down­Deep Delight of Democracy (Malden, MA: Wiley‐Blackwell, 2013), 21. 42 A geologic methodology also links the emerging discourse of critical physical geography with the more established discourse of critical human geography. For an example of the former, see Rebecca Lave, Fields and Streams: Stream Restoration, Neoliberalism, and the Future of Environmental Science (Athens, GA: University of Georgia Press, 2012), 123‐24. 43 Although the idea of the Anthropocence is not explored in depth in this dissertation, these questions resonate with the discussion of vanishing Indians and glaciers in Chapters 4 and 5.   44 Jodi Byrd observes, “We are long‐memoried peoples, and we remember what happened the last time the world was flat.” Jodi Byrd, The Transit of Empire: Indigenous Critiques of Colonialism (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2011), xiv. 45 For a discussion of the implications of the idea of the Anthropocene within the critical humanities, see Dipesh Chakrabarty, “The Climate of History: Four Theses,” Critical Inquiry, Vol. 35, No. 2 (Winter 2009), 197‐222; Dipesh Chakrabarty, “Postcolonial Studies and the Challenge of Climate Change,” 
New Literary History, Vol. 43, No. 1 (Winter 2012), 1‐18; Eric Swyngedouw, “Apocalypse Now! Fear and Doomsday Pleasures,” Capitalism Nature Socialism, Vol. 24, No. 1 (2013), 9‐18. In addition to scaling up our imagination of the human, Dipesh Chakrabarty argues, “Anthropogenic explanations of 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substantive depth of indigenous land tenure, exemplified by a recent statement from the Salish‐Pend d’Oreille Culture Committee.   The tenure of the Salish and Pend d’Oreille is so old that in western Montana, the beginnings of human history shade back into a period that we usually consider the province of geologists. In many of the tribal creation stories, we find uncanny parallels with the findings of scientists regarding the end of the last Ice Age. […] The references to the last Ice Age in Salish‐Pend d’Oreille oral traditions reflect a tribal presence in our region over an immense span of time—so immense that it forces us to reconsider what we commonly conceive of as the scope of human history.46   Geology is not a methodology in the traditional sense. I certainly did not start out intending to use a geologic methodology, nor did I follow any sort of script. If geology can be understood as a methodology, it became one only in hindsight. It is a retrospective, experimental, and site‐specific methodology that cannot be easily replicated. The region’s distinctive geology resonated and asserted itself in response to the conjunctions and unconnected connections I examined and the juxtapositions and dialectical images I constructed. The geology does not explain so much as it affects and evokes. It subtly influences one’s experience of the landscape and one’s openness or capacity to perceive different forms of connectivity. The remainder of this chapter is comprised of four sections. The first section considers in greater depth the implications—both conceptual and material—of the                                                         climate change spell the collapse of the age‐old humanist distinction between natural history and human history” (201). More recently, Chakrabarty writes, “The fact that the crisis of climate change will be routed through all our ‘anthropological differences’ can only mean that, however anthropogenic the current global warming may be in its origins, there is no corresponding ‘humanity’ that in its oneness can act as a political agent. A place thus remains for struggles around questions on intrahuman justice regarding the uneven impacts of climate change. This is to underline how open the space is for what may be called the politics of climate change” (14). According to Eric Swyngedouw, “The Anthropocene is nothing else than the geological name for capitalism WITH nature. […] The human world is now an active agent in shaping the non‐human world. This extends the terrain of the political to domains hitherto left to the mechanics of nature. The non‐human world becomes ‘enrolled’ in a process of politicization. […] The Anthropocene opens up a terrain whereby different natures can be contemplated and actually co‐produced. […] Yes, the apocalypse is already here, but do not despair, let us fully endorse the emancipatory possibilities of apocalyptic life” (16‐17).  46 Salish‐Pend d’Oreille Culture Committee and Elders Cultural Advisory Council, Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, The Salish People and the Lewis and Clark Expedition (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2005), 8‐9. 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region’s distinctive geology. The juxtaposition of unusual elements produced by the Lewis Overthrust Fault suggests alternative spatial and temporal relations. Moreover, the relative instability (or mobility) of the rocks serves as an “incitation” in the present, which engages the historical imagination, the geographical imagination, and the political imagination, simultaneously. The second and third sections examine the politics of connectivity, which are modeled by Chief Mountain’s unique composition. It focuses in particular on the political implications and material consequences of different ways of connecting. Whereas the second section reviews critical theories of connectivity by David Harvey, Timothy Morton, and Doreen Massey, the third section explores the politics of connectivity within settler colonial contexts. What we allow to be (seen) in relation—how we decipher the politics of connectivity—constrains and/or expands our sense of political possibility and our visions of justice. The politics of connectivity, I argue, are one of the fundamental axes of negotiation between settler colonialism and indigenous political difference. The fourth and final section considers both the view of Chief Mountain and the view from Chief Mountain in terms of the historical symbolism and political possibilities of each. The mountain thus serves as a platform for reimagining landscape. From the summit of Chief Mountain, I argue, two distinct landscapes are visible—one of dispossession and one of possession. The latter reveals the precariousness of white possession and also the durability of aboriginal possession. In addition, the view from Chief Mountain shows that dispossession involves not only land or territory but also forms of connection and practices of connecting. Finally, this section poses the question: What endures in this landscape of perpetual vanishing? And how do normative horizons constrain the political imagination and sense of possibility?  
Rupture and Massing  By rupturing time and space, the Lewis Overthrust Fault and Chief Mountain stage an unusual juxtaposition of elements. Robert Sterling Yard recognized as much, proclaiming in 1916, “It is the romantic, almost sensational massing of 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extraordinary scenic elements which gives the Glacier National Park its marked individuality.”47 Elsewhere, he attributed Glacier’s “strong appeal” to “the marvelous grouping and massing of […] colorful effects.”48 Marius Campbell, on the other hand, credited the “wonderful results produced in the park […] to a peculiar combination of processes and conditions.”49 While this “sensational massing,” “marvelous grouping,” and “peculiar combination” of elements may indeed account for the region’s “marked individuality,” it also suggests an alternative set of spatial and temporal relations. It proposes, in other words, a fundamentally different way of seeing the landscape. In Theatre/Archaeology, Mike Pearson and Michael Shanks suggest that in landscape “history is experienced as contemporaneous and the past still operates in the present.” “A ground level experience,” they offer, “landscape not as scenery but as a social construct, a palimpsest, marked and named by the actions of ancestors.”50 If landscape can be interpreted as a palimpsest, in this particular case it is one that has been folded, twisted, and contorted. Memory intermingles with history in these crinkled layers of rock, becoming at times indistinguishable.51 Again, the fact that the Lewis Fault and Chief Mountain do not represent juxtaposition so much as they manifest it heightens the materiality of the palimpsest metaphor, as well as the materiality—or material consequences—of social memory. The unusual rupturing and massing of the Lewis Fault, therefore, embodies a 
                                                        47 Robert Sterling Yard, The National Parks Portfolio, 6th Edition (Washington DC: Government Printing Office, [1916] 1931). Reassessing Carl Sauer’s seminal writings on landscape, Don Mitchell and Carrie Breitbach argue that the key term in his definition is “a distinct association of forms.” In turn, Mitchell and Breitbach ask, “Which social relations make landscape’s forms?” Don Mitchell and Carrie Breitbach, “Landscape,” in John A. Agnew and James S. Duncan (eds), The Wiley­Blackwell 
Companion to Human Geography (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2011), 210‐11.  48 Yard, Glacier National Park, Montana, 5. 49 In themselves, Campbell argued, these processes and conditions “are extremely commonplace to one who has been trained to observe them, but may appear wonderful to the observer who has not given them close study.” Campbell, “Origin of the Scenic Features of the Glacier National Park.” 50 Mike Pearson and Michael Shanks, Theatre/Archaeology (New York: Routledge, 2001), 139‐40. 51 “[L]andscape is the work of the mind,” argues Simon Schama. “Its scenery is built up as much from strata of memory as from layers of rock” (7). Later, he writes, “Landscapes are culture before they are nature; constructs of the imagination projected onto wood and water and rock. But it should also be acknowledged that once a certain idea of landscape, a myth, a vision, establishes itself in an actual place, it has a peculiar way of muddling categories, of making metaphors more real than their referents; of becoming, in fact, part of the scenery” (61). Simon Schama, Landscape and Memory (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1995). Cited in Cruikshank, Do Glaciers Listen?, 247. 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“disturbance of violent relatedness.”52 It constitutes a sphere of “coevalness” and “radical contemporaneity.”53 The “marvelous grouping and massing” produced by the fault can also be understood in Benjaminian terms as a “dialectical image.”54 In 
The Dialectics of Seeing, Susan Buck‐Morss describes the “dialectical image” as “a way of seeing that crystallizes antithetical elements by providing the axes for their alignment.”55 In this case the axes are made of stone and the alignment of antithetical elements suggests new ways of understanding history’s bearing on the present.56  Due to the displacement caused by the Lewis Fault, the mountains of Glacier National Park are often said to lack “roots.” “Sharp contrasts in rock character that are so well displayed in the park gave rise to the term ‘rootless mountains,’” argued geologists Clyde Ross and Richard Rezak in 1959.57 Severed from an ancient base, the extant mountains rest rather precariously on a surrogate foundation composed of younger and softer rock. “[T]he mountains of Glacier National Park, unlike many 
                                                        52 Philosopher Jean Luc Nancy argues, “Com‐passion is the contagion, the contact of being with one another in this turmoil. Compassion is not altruism, nor is it identification; it is the disturbance of violent relatedness.” Jean‐Luc Nancy, Being Singular Plural (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2000), xiii. 53 Johannes Fabian, Time and the Other: How Anthropology Makes Its Object (New York: Columbia University Press, 2002); Massey, For Space, 99. 54 Shiloh Krupar writes, “Benjamin showed a way of applying the emergency brake to the locomotive of progress, telescoping the past through the present and ripping citations from the past to create striking juxtapositions—dialectical images—in the Now to induce awareness of the state of emergency that is the status quo.” Shiloh Krupar, “Shanghaiing the Future” (PhD diss., University of California, Berkeley, 2007), 314. 55 Susan Buck‐Morss, The Dialectics of Seeing: Walter Benjamin and the Arcades Project (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1989), 210. Later, Buck‐Morss argues, “The dialectic allowed the superimposition of fleeting images, present and past, that made both suddenly come alive in terms of revolutionary meaning” (220). 56 Put differently, these dialectical images—the result of rupture—encourage “a practice which [seeks] to unpack the [landscape] as a constellation of multiply‐scaled relations and explore the irruptions and transformative potential of multiple pasts condensed in the present.” Krupar, “Shanghaiing the Future,” 30.  57 Ross and Rezak continued, “The significance of this term is especially obvious with regard to the mountains along the eastern border and outlying summits, such as Chief Mountain, where the pedestal on which the mountain rests is composed of shale of Cretaceous age, but the mountain itself is carved from the more resistant beds of the Belt series. The fracture zone of the Lewis overthrust lies between the two and the result is a marked zone of weakness on the lower mountain slopes.” Ross and Rezak, “The Rocks and Fossils of Glacier National Park.” 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of the world’s great ranges, have no roots, for they rest on a base of greatly different and much less resistant material, the Cretaceous shales,” explained James Dyson.58  Once again, the Lewis Fault’s distinctive geologic features—a foundational precariousness, in this case—add to the symbolic potency of the mountains. Reflecting on the desires of politicized identity in States of Injury, Wendy Brown argues, “It is shaped […] by the contemporary problematic of history itself, by the late modern rupture of history as a narrative, history as ended because it has lost its end—a rupture that paradoxically gives history an immeasurable weight.” Evoking Foucault’s Discipline and Punish, Brown adds, “[T]here is a sense in which the gravitational force of history is multiplied at precisely the moment that history’s narrative coherence and objectivist foundation is refuted.”59 If, in blasting “open the continuum of history,” the Lewis Fault and Chief Mountain symbolize the late modern rupture of history as narrative, then the soft and easily‐eroded rocks on which the “rootless mountains” rest can be seen as analogous to the “objectivist foundation” described by Brown. Recognizing this instability, in turn, multiplies the “gravitational force” of history ruptured by the Lewis Fault and Chief Mountain. Rupture, in other words, adds to the “immeasurable weight” of history in this landscape of perpetual vanishing. And it calls attention, paradoxically, to what endures, what constrains, and what is disavowed. This analogy—indeed, the very idea of “rootless mountains”—extends further to geographer Doreen Massey’s concept of “immigrant” or “migrant rocks,” which she develops in order to emphasize the “temporalities of tectonics” as opposed to the “immobile, immovable, presence” of rocks.60 In her essay, “Landscape as a Provocation: Reflections on Moving Mountains,” Massey considers “the different kinds of ‘grounding’ that are appealed to in socio‐cultural, political and academic life.”61 To accentuate the relativity of “grounding,” she focuses in 
                                                        58 Dyson, “The Geologic Story of Glacier National Park.” 59 Wendy Brown, States of Injury: Power and Freedom in Late Modernity (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1995), 71. 60 Massey, “Landscape as a Provocation,” 33, 34. Massey further develops the idea of “migrant rocks” in For Space. Massey, For Space, 130‐37. 61 Massey, “Landscape as a Provocation,” 33. 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particular on a 3000‐foot tall mountain—composed of 500‐million‐year‐old Skiddaw slates—on the outskirts of Keswick in the English Lake District.   [I]t is possible to read those traveling, changing (‘becoming’) Ordovician rocks of Skiddaw through a more philosophical lens as playing into, or maybe as another element in, that deeper anti‐foundationalism that has lain at the heart of many developments within modernity. This is an anti‐foundationalism that insists on a commitment to openness and questioning.62   By conjuring up the “temporalities of tectonics” to illustrate the constantly evolving “topographies of landscape,” Massey’s “immigrant rocks” challenge the perceived stability of landscapes.63 Her insight, however, is not entirely new. In 1914, for example, Marius R. Campbell noted how the mobility of stone was almost taken for granted by geologists.   Although the evidence regarding the existence and character of this fault is incontrovertible, there is still one question unanswered, and this is, ‘How far has the overthrust mountain mass moved?’ To those who think of the ‘everlasting hills’ as one of the immutable features of this earth such a question may seem startling indeed, but to the geologist it is the normal question, for to him all surface features are in a state of change and the only reason we do not see them change is because the action is so slow that to ordinary senses it is imperceptible.64  
                                                        62 Massey, “Landscape as a Provocation,” 44. 63 Massey, “Landscape as a Provocation,” 33, 34. In a commentary on Massey’s For Space, geographer Matthew Sparke writes, “Beneath such flat surface imaginings, therefore, she excavates all sorts of politically uneven and interconnected strata, and, rather than seek to convey their complex shades and shapes with the textual metaphor of the palimpsest—a metaphor that she finds ‘too archeological’—Massey prefers to rework geological concept‐metaphors of layering. She is clearly aware that these too can be used archeologically to turn contemporaneous geohistorical processes into stratified core‐samples of historical time. But drawing on a more dynamic and practical engagement with geology, […] Massey seeks to underline the underlayering of today’s global social and economic processes by inherently unfinished geological and ecological power‐geometries too. […] Massey’s engagement with the geological questions is by no means flip or fleeting. Geology is not just a metaphorical device to allow her to jump between metaphilosophical meditations on the production of space and personal anecdotes like the one about appreciating Skiddaw while staying with her sister in Keswick. She seems instead genuinely engaged in thinking of space as in constant motion and unfinished production at every imaginable geographical level.” Sparke, “Commentary 2,” 397. 64 Campbell, “The Glacier National Park.” 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As early as 1919, Robert Sterling Yard was appealing to the laymen’s imagination in order to convey a sense of the profundity of the tectonic temporalities embodied by the Lewis Fault. “To those who,” in Campbell’s words, “think of the ‘everlasting hills’ as one of the immutable features of this earth,” Yard posed a series of rhetorical questions as a means of stimulating the geological imagination.    Were it possible, by some such mental foreshortening as that by which the wizards of the screen compress a life into a minute, for imagination to hasten this progress into the compass of a few hours, how overwhelming would be the spectacle! How tremendously would loom this advancing edge, which at first we may conceive as having enormous thickness! How it must have cracked, crumbled, and fallen in frequent titanic crashes as it moved forward. It does not need the imagination of Dore to picture this advance, thus hastened in fancy, grim, relentless as death, its enormous towering head lost in eternal snows, its feet shaken by earthquakes, accumulating giant glaciers only to crush them into powder; resting, then pushing forward in slow, smashing, reverberating shoves. How the accumulations of all periods may be imagined crashing together into the depths! Silurian gastropods, strange Devonian fishes, enormous Triassic reptiles, the rich and varied shells of the Jurassic, the dinosaurs and primitive birds of Cretaceous, the little early horses of Eocene, and Miocene's camels and mastodons mingling their fossil remnants in a democracy of ruin to defy the eternal ages! It all happened, but unfortunately for a romantic conception, it did not happen with dramatic speed. Hundreds, thousands, sometimes millions of years intervened between the greater stages of progress which, with intervening lesser stages, merged into a seldom‐broken quietude such as that which impresses to‐day's visitor to the mountain‐tops of Glacier National Park.  In conclusion, Yard wrote, “And who can say that the landscape which to‐day's visitor, with the inborn arrogance of man, looks upon as the thing which the ages have completed for his pleasure, may not merely represent a minor stage in a progress still more terrible?”65 Here, in typically hyperbolic fashion, Yard recasts the morphology of landscape as provisional and unfinished. In a similar, albeit more restrained manner, Massey argues, “The reorientation stimulated by the conceptualization of the rocks as on the move leads even more clearly to an                                                         65 Yard, The Book of the National Parks, 262‐63. 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understanding of both place and landscape as events, as happenings, as moments that will be again dispersed.”66 Indeed, Massey might well characterize Chief Mountain—at least in its current incarnation—as an “event of place,” which she defines as “the coming together of the previously unrelated, a constellation of processes rather than a thing.”67 Despite his reference to “a democracy of ruin,” Yard’s provisional landscape remains resolutely depoliticized; something outside of human agency; something to be perceived but not actively reconstituted. In contrast to Yard and also Campbell, Massey draws out the political implications and consequences of this shift from stability to contingency. “[A] landscape, these hills, are the (temporary) product of a meeting up of trajectories out of which mobile uncertainty a future is—has to be—negotiated.”68 Invoking the theme of the “everlasting hills,” Massey argues, “[W]hat is special about place is not some romance of a pre‐given collective identity or of the eternity of the hills. Rather, what is special about place is precisely that throwntogetherness, the unavoidable challenge of negotiating a here‐and‐now (itself drawing on a history and a geography of thens and theres); and a negotiation which must take place with and between both human and nonhuman.”69 “Conceiving places as relational, including within them links to spaces beyond locality, shifts their conceptual ground,” asserts anthropologist Donald S. Moore.70 As an “incitation” in the present, then, Chief Mountain engages the historical imagination, the geographical imagination, and the political imagination,                                                         66 Massey, “Landscape as a Provocation,” 46. Massey continues, “[B]oth space and landscape could be imagined as provisionally intertwined simultaneities of ongoing, unfinished, stories. Space, as a dimension, cuts through such trajectories, but not to stabilize them into a surface; rather space is imbued with time…. Moreover, one constantly emergent, ongoing, product of that intertwining of trajectories is what we call the landscape” (46). 67 Massey, For Space, 141. 68 Massey, “Landscape as a Provocation,” 46. 69 Massey, For Space, 140. Cited in Sparke, “Commentary 2,” 400. Similarly, geographer Don Mitchell argues, “We need to understand that while the landscape is always physically somewhere, it is also socially constituted both there and elsewhere.” Mitchell, “Dead Labor and the Political Economy of Landscape,” 243. In other words, landscape must be understood not simply as a localized “thing” so much as “a complex node or point of passage in a network.” Mitchell continues, “Landscape—as a site or stage of production and reproduction—is knitted together by this network of violence. Landscape—as a ‘way of seeing’ that aestheticizes or erases the facts and relations of work—knits together this network of violence” (243). 70 Moore, Suffering for Territory, 21. 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simultaneously. It stands as an invitation to develop “historically conscious political orientations in the present” and also a “post‐foundational formulation of justice.”71 Chief Mountain does indeed insist upon explanation, as Yard suggested. But it demands more than just explanation. Like Massey’s anti‐foundationalism, Chief Mountain also insists on a “commitment to openness and questioning.” And in so doing, it gives new meaning to Henry “Death on the Trail” Reynolds’s prescient observation that the “geology recognizes no boundaries.”72   
The Politics of Connectivity  According to Glacier National Park’s 1972 Interpretive Prospectus, “The goal of the interpretive program […] is to arouse and intensify the visitor’s enjoyment and appreciation of the park’s natural resources.” To accomplish this goal, the prospectus continues, “The visitor must be encouraged to look beyond the scenic vastness of the mountains and to read the landscape in the intricate details and relationships that are Glacier National Park.”73 The prospectus, thus, reaffirms Yard’s claim that the landscape insists upon explanation. It goes beyond this claim, however, in specifying relationships as essential to Glacier’s distinctive identity. In addition to the qualities outlined above, Chief Mountain’s uniquely disordered and out‐of‐joint character suggests—indeed, it models—a politics of connectivity and ecologies of comparison.74 It invites us to “experiment with                                                         71 Brown, Politics Out of History, 141, 142‐43. 72 Reynolds, an early park ranger, reportedly said, “the geology recognizes no boundaries, and as [Waterton] Lake lay […] no man‐made boundary could cleave the waters apart.” Catriona Mortimer‐Sandilands, “’The Geology Recognizes No Boundaries’: Shifting Borders in Waterton Lakes National Park,” in Sterling Evans (ed.), The Borderlands of the American and Canadian Wests: Essays on 
Regional History of the Forty­ninth Parallel (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2006), 324. 73 Glacier National Park, Interpretive Prospectus (1972), 1. 74 Tim Choy, Ecologies of Comparison: An Ethnography of Endangerment in Hong Kong (Durham: Duke University Press, 2011). For Choy, “ecologies of comparison” refer to “acts of relation‐drawing” (6). “[W]e need to make explicit the stakes and politics that attend particular lines of comparative thinking,” Choy writes, “bound up in the very concepts and scales through which, seeing an example, we think to draw a comparison” (6‐7). Later, Choy describes ecologies of comparison as “conceptual practices through which a given event or form of life came to matter—in environmentalist and other political terms” (18). “Relational comparison,” according to Gillian Hart, relies on “critical conceptions of spatiality.” She argues, “Instead of comparing pre‐existing objects, events, places, or identities, the focus is on how they are constituted in relation to one another through power‐laden 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connections,” which Steve Hinchliffe describes as “a politics of inhabitation.”75 And it encourages us to “flirt with space” and see “new juxtapositions of materials and materialities,” which David Crouch associates with “thinking landscape relationally.”76 However, Chief Mountain’s distinctive blend of natural and cultural histories, not to mention its sheer physicality, place limits on this experimentation and flirtation. While it may solicit new juxtapositions, the mountain also cautions against glib metaphors of connectivity, which overlook hegemonic “space‐framing assumptions” and ignore “historical geographies of uneven connection.”77 There is danger, in other words, in failing to recognize the political implications and material consequences of different ways of connecting and related ways of knowing. With this caveat in mind, how do we encourage the “promiscuous traffic between different ways of knowing” while also recognizing the asymmetrical power geometries that regulate the flow of traffic?78 What Chief Mountain suggests and models, then, is not connectivity per se, but rather the politics of connectivity.79  Scholars such as David Harvey, Timothy Morton, and Doreen Massey have debated the political act of “relation‐drawing” at length.80 For example, Harvey states bluntly, “[S]ome things are more connected than others.”81 Harvey has never hid his skepticism—and at times, disdain—for “that genre of relational dialectics                                                         practices in the multiple, interconnected arenas of everyday life. Clarifying these connections and mutual processes of constitution—as well as slippages, openings, and contradictions—helps to generate new understandings of the possibilities for social change.” Gillian Hart, “Denaturalizing Dispossession: Critical Ethnography in the Age of Resurgent Imperialism,” Antipode, Vol. 38, No. 5 (2006), 996. 75 Steve Hinchliffe, “Inhabiting ‐ landscapes and natures,” in Kay Anderson, Mona Domosh, Steve Pile, and Nigel Thrift (eds), The Handbook of Cultural Geography (London: Sage Publications, 2002), 207. 76 David Crouch, “Flirting with space: thinking landscape relationally,” Cultural Geographies, Vol. 17, No. 1 (2010), 5. Crouch writes, “Landscape is situated in the expression and poetics of spacing: apprehended as constituted in a flirtatious mode: contingent, sensual, anxious, awkward” (7). 77 Sparke, “Geopolitical Fears,” 338, 347. Sparke explains, “I have drawn on a deconstructive reading of geography to describe the necessity for persistent examination in terms of acknowledging how the ‘geo’ of any particular geography is ‘graphed,’ which is to say, produced, by multiple, often unnoticed space‐making processes and space‐framing assumptions” (338). 78 Dwight Conquergood, “Performance Studies: Interventions and Radical Research,” in Henry Bial (ed), The Performance Studies Reader (New York: Routledge, 2004), 311. 79 Bruce Braun’s argument about indigeneity applies to connectivity as well. “What must be foregrounded, then, is not indigeneity but the politics of its articulation.” Braun, The Intemperate 
Rainforest, 82. 80 Choy, Ecologies of Comparison, 6. 81 Harvey, Justice, Nature, and the Geography of Difference, 195. 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that has become pure idealism.”82 He is generally dismissive of a mode of analysis “in which ‘everything relates to everything else’ so as to lead to nothing.”83 Instead, he writes, “I seek a far firmer grounding to politics in the concrete historical and geographical conditions in which human action unfolds.”84 Without such grounding Harvey believes that social movements lack leverage—lack a place to stand, so to speak, in the struggle for change.85 According to Harvey, logics of connectivity are implicit in “all forms of explanation and theorizing.” “Yet very little critical attention has been paid to how such relations should be constructed,” he insists. “By default, they become a matter of convention.”86 Hence, in formulating “an alternative relational metaphysics,” Harvey focuses explicitly on the politics of connectivity—on the question of how relations should be constructed.87 In contrast to Harvey’s rather sober assessment of relational dialectics, philosopher Timothy Morton asserts, more playfully, “Interconnectedness isn’t snug and cozy.”88 “Nowadays we’re slightly surer of one thing,” he adds. “Yes, everything is interconnected. And it sucks.”89 Like Harvey, Morton warns, “Humans must not act from a sense of irrational spontaneous connectedness.”90 However, Morton transcends the realm of “human action” and eschews the traditionally Marxist forms of grounding to which Harvey appeals, working instead from an “expanded and                                                         82 Ibid, 8. 83 Harvey, Justice, Nature, and the Geography of Difference, 138. Harvey also notes, “[T]here is a serious danger of dwelling only upon the relational and lived as if the material and absolute did not matter.” Harvey, Spaces of Global Capitalism, 147. 84 Harvey, Justice, Nature, and the Geography of Difference, 8. 85 “In effect,” Harvey argues, “the danger always inherent in application of a dialectics of internal relations is precisely that everything so mirrors everything else that there is no room for radical change, no moment of leverage that permits an exit from processes of domination that totally occupy beliefs, discourses, institutions, power structures, material practices, and social relations.” Harvey, 
Justice, Nature, and the Geography of Difference, 138. 86 “All forms of explanation and theorizing are dependent upon (a) the individuation of phenomena and events and (b) on the establishment of some mode of connection across space and time between phenomena and events.” Harvey, Justice, Nature, and the Geography of Difference, 266. 87 Harvey, Justice, Nature, and the Geography of Difference, 267. Harvey argues, “It is only when relationality connects to the absolute spaces and times of social and material life that politics comes alive. To neglect that connectivity is to court political irrelevance” (148). 88 Timothy Morton, The Ecological Thought (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2010), 31. See also Timothy Morton, Ecology Without Nature: Rethinking Environmental Aesthetics (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2007). 89 Morton, The Ecological Thought, 33. 90 Ibid, 22. 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remixed” sense of materialism.91 “The ecological thought says, ‘Give us nowhere to stand, and we shall care for the Earth.’ We no longer live within a horizon (did we ever?).”92 Despite his more speculative approach, Morton is still centrally concerned with the question of how relations should be constructed. And his commitment to rethinking materialism, moreover, is tethered to a desire for “postcapitalist coexistence.”93 If anything, Morton believes that historical materialism, of the sort embraced by Harvey, is “inadequately materialist” or simply “not materialist enough.”94 Therefore, Morton develops new concepts such as “hyperobjects,” the “strange stranger,” and the “mesh”—elements of an even more expansive theory of “the ecological thought”—in an effort to account for materials and materialities that elude comprehension and thus remain illegible—unconnected and/or misconnected—within conventional models of connectivity.95  Working somewhere between Harvey and Morton—between old materialisms and new materialisms—Doreen Massey engages the substantive 
politics of connectivity at length in her most recent book, For Space.96 Characterizing space as the “sphere of relations,” Massey focuses on how relations are constituted.97 “What is at issue,” she argues, “is the nature of the relations of 
interconnection.”98 The struggle over the nature of these relations, in other words, is the politics of connectivity.  
                                                        91 “Almost everyone […] is committed to some sort of materialism,” claims Elizabeth Grosz. “The more interesting question is: What kind of materialism?” Editors of Interstitial Journal, “Significant Differences: An Interview with Elizabeth Grosz,” Interstitial Journal (March 2013), 1, http://interstitialjournal.com/interviews/. 92 Morton, The Ecological Thought, 24. 93 Ibid, 134. 94 Bruce Braun, “Towards a New Earth and a New Humanity: Nature, Ontology, Politics,” in Noel Castree and Derek Gregory (eds), David Harvey. A Critical Reader (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2006), 193, 217. See also Sarah Whatmore, “Materialist returns: practising cultural geography in and for a more‐than‐human world,” Cultural Geographies, Vol. 13, No. 4 (2006), 600‐609.  95 “Hyperobjects,” for example, describe things, like global warming, Styrofoam, and plutonium, “that exist on almost unthinkable timescales.” Morton, The Ecological Thought, 19, 130‐31. Moreton adds, “The ecological thought is the thinking of interconnectedness” (7).  96 For more on the tension between historical materialism and the new materialists, see Braun, “Towards a New Earth and a New Humanity,” 207‐218. 97 Massey, For Space, 148. 98 Ibid, 171. 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Like Morton and Harvey, Massey approaches questions about connectivity (and relational ontologies) critically, with a healthy degree of skepticism.99 She bemoans, for example, “a claustrophobic holism in which everything everywhere is already connected to everywhere else.” And she argues, akin to Harvey, that this mode of analysis “leaves no opening for an active politics.”100    ‘Everything is connected to everything else’ can be a salutary political reminder that whatever we do has wider implications than perhaps we commonly recognize. But it is unhelpful if it leads to a vision of an always already constituted holism. The ‘always’ is rather that there are always connections yet to be made, juxtapositions yet to flower into interaction, or not, potential links which may never be established. Loose ends and ongoing stories. ‘Space,’ then, can never be that completed simultaneity in which all interconnections have been established, in which everywhere is already (and at that moment unchangingly) linked to everywhere else.101  Massey also criticizes “spatial fetishism,” which, in her opinion, heedlessly privileges spatial forms over social processes. “[A]bstract spatial form in itself can guarantee nothing about the social, political or ethical content of the relations which construct that form,” she writes. “What is always at issue is the content, not the spatial form, of the relations through which space is constructed.”102  To counter a hegemonic “taming of the spatial,” Massey considers “the political implications of practicing it differently.”103 “Indeed it is part of my argument,” she writes, “not just that the spatial is political […], but rather that thinking the spatial in a particular way can shake up the manner in which certain political questions are formulated, can contribute to political arguments already                                                         99 For more on relational ontologies see Whatmore, Hybrid Geographies. 100 Massey writes, “To read interconnectivity as the instantaneity of a closed surface (the prison house of synchrony) is precisely to ignore the possibility of multiple trajectories/temporalities. If this is the imagination which is to replace modernism’s temporal alignment of regions then it is a move straight through from a billiard‐ball world of essentialized places to a claustrophobic holism in which everything everywhere is already connected to everywhere else. And once again it leaves no opening for an active politics.” Massey, For Space, 77. 101 Massey, For Space, 107. 102 Massey, For Space, 101. Testifying to the inseparability of the spatial and social—of geography and history—Massey later asserts, “[S]pace presents us with the social in the widest sense: the challenge of our constitutive interrelatedness—and thus our collective implication in the outcomes of that interrelatedness” (195). 103 Massey, For Space, 61, 13. 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under way, and—most deeply—can be an essential element in the imaginative structure which enables in the first place an opening up to the very sphere of the political.”104 With this structure in mind, Massey notes “a failure of the imagination of coevalness” and a disavowal of the “mobile power‐geometries of the relations of connection.105 Consequently, she expresses a desire to “escape the inherited infrastructure of the imagination” and to release “a more challenging political landscape.”106 To stimulate the imagination and release this more challenging landscape, Massey develops “an alternate approach to space,” which recognizes space as the “product of interrelations,” as the sphere of “coexisting heterogeneity,” and as “always under construction.”107 Ultimately, she proposes “a relational politics for a relational space”108 Massey’s theory, which includes “a politics of the negotiation of relations, configurations” as well as “practices of relationality, a recognition of implication,” resonates with Sarah Whatmore’s concept of “hybrid cartographies for a relational ethics,” which includes a “praxis of ethical relating.”109                                                         104 Massey, For Space, 9. Later, Massey argues, “Space, as relational and as the sphere of multiplicity, is both an essential part of the character of, and perpetually reconfigured through, political engagement” (183). The “imaginative structure,” to which Massey refers, also resonates with Cornelius Castoriadis’s theory of the “imaginary institution of society.” Cornelius Castoriadis, The 
Imaginary Institution of Society (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1998). For an application of Castoriadis’s “imaginary institutions” within the context of political ecology, see Richard Peet and Michael Watts (eds), Liberation Ecologies: Environment, Development, Social Movements (New York: Routledge, 1996), 31‐32, 267.  105 Massey, For Space, 173, 174. 106 “What is needed, I think, is to uproot ‘space’ from that constellation of concepts in which it has so unquestionably so often been embedded (stasis; closure; representation) and to settle it among another set of ideas (heterogeneity; relationality; coevalness… liveliness indeed) where it releases a more challenging political landscape.” Massey, For Space, 13, 53‐54. 107 With these characteristics in mind, Massey suggests re‐imagining space as “a simultaneity of stories‐so‐far.” Massey, For Space, 9. Later, Massey writes, “Space […] is about contemporaneity (rather than temporal convening), it is about openness (rather than inevitability) and it is also about relations, fractures, discontinuities, practices of engagement. And this intrinsic relationality of the spatial is not just a matter of lines on a map; it is a cartography of power” (85). 108 Massey, For Space, 61. “A relational politics of the spatial” is the title of Part Five, the concluding section, of For Space.  109 Massey, For Space, 147. Massey argues, “The very acknowledgment of our constitutive interrelatedness implies a spatiality; and that in turn implies that the nature of that spatiality should be a crucial avenue of enquiry and political engagement” (189). Whatmore, Hybrid Geographies, 159‐164, 166. Whatmore writes, “In an effort to articulate a relational understanding of ethical connectivity that does not presume or reinforce the cartographies of humanism, I have identified corporeality and hybridity as key modalities for reconfiguring the spaces and constituencies of ethical practice. Far from abandoning the collective moral claims of humanity, this enterprise is concerned with recuperating them from the grip of a universal ethical subject configured as the 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Questions about the political act of “relation‐drawing” are also central to discussions about the dialectical landscape. Landscapes are “ineluctably dialectic,” argues Don Mitchell. “Understanding how the landscape is dialectical […] is crucial to understanding how the landscape works.”110 Mitchell’s question of how the landscape is dialectical echoes Harvey’s query about how relations should be constructed, as well as Massey’s question about the nature of the relations of interconnection. Understanding the dialectical landscape or the entangled landscape is thus analogous to discerning the politics of connectivity.111 Theories of the dialectical landscape, such as those developed by Mitchell, are especially useful because they highlight social structures. The dialectical landscape, in others words, calls attention to the link between social relations and social structures—or, in this case, settler colonial structures. And it exposes a hegemonic anti‐dialectical landscape, which plays an important role in the settler colonial repertoire. This anti‐dialectical landscape, I argue, is a concrete manifestation of settler colonialism as a 
structure.112 Reflecting on the power of landscape, W.J.T. Mitchell argues that it                                                         autonomous self, and recognizing that their efficacy depends on admitting more than human difference into the compass of considerability” (165). 110 Mitchell adds, “[Landscapes] do not just reflect but also incorporate and reify social processes working at a range of scales.” Don Mitchell, “Cultural landscapes: the dialectical landscape – recent landscape research in human geography,” Progress in Human Geography Vol. 26, No. 3 (2002), 383. 111 To better understand the complex relationship between landscape and power, Donald Moore deploys “entanglement” as a grounded analytic. Moore, Suffering for Territory, 4, 9, 32, 149, 300, 313. “[S]ituated struggles produced an entangled landscape in which multiple spatialities, temporalities, and power relations combine,” he writes. “Entanglement suggests knots, gnarls, and adhesions rather than smooth surfaces; an inextricable interweave that ensnares; a compromising relationship that challenges while making withdrawal difficult if not impossible” (4). An analytic of entanglement, Moore argues, “eschews the erasure of historical sedimentations and emphasizes their imbrication with emergent practices of power” (149). In addition, it stresses “grounded power relations and unstable assemblages” (313). Like Walter Benjamin’s “dialectical image,” Moore characterizes his analytic of entanglement as “an aesthetic, seeking to conjure both multiple spatialities and temporalities at work in precise places and moments” (29). “I thus eschew a singular unfolding of chronology,” he notes. “Instead, I juxtapose events from disparate moments since [social] practices invoke such shifting sedimentations. I pull temporally and spatially distant events into understanding of struggles […] to emphasize how their traces, while reworked, remain consequential” (29).  112 In “New Axioms for Reading the Landscape,” Don Mitchell argues, “Landscape is the spatial form that social justice takes. As a concretization of social relations, and as a foundation for the further development of those relations, landscape literally marks out the spatial extent and limits of social justice.” Later, he writes, “Landscape is important because it really is everything we see when we go outside. But it also is everything that we do not see. Landscape, in other words, is a way into, a foundation for the exploration of all that there is—the social totality within which we live. As a concretization of social relations, landscape properly understood provides a means to analyze—to make visible—the social relations that go into its making, even as one of the functions of landscape is 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“effaces its own readability and naturalizes itself.”113 Similarly, Don Mitchell writes, “The whole point of the landscape is to forestall the dialectical thinking necessary to uncover these connections, and to show […] that civilization, in allowing for human achievement and comfort, only does so by suppressing the dreams and aspirations, the very life chances, of countless others.”114 Long associated with orthodox Marxism, dialectics, of course, have a lot of baggage, which Don Mitchell addresses in making a case for a historical materialist approach to landscape.115 “The operative language is hardly one of dreaded ‘binaries,’ but rather of internal relations, contradictory processes and levels of abstraction, a language that allow both for understanding process and for making explanations about social structures, and hence is vital to landscape theory.”116 In short, Mitchell argues, “The great value of dialectical thinking is that it forces us to understand hidden as well as obvious worlds, material practices as well as ideological impositions.”117  
Settler Colonialism and the Politics of Connectivity  A recent cartoon by John Potter draws further attention to the politics of connectivity.118 (Figure 1.4) Importantly, it situates these politics in a decidedly colonial context. The single cell comic depicts two stereotypical Indians—red skin,                                                         precisely to make those social relations obscure.” Mitchell, “New Axioms for Reading the Landscape,” 45, 47. 113 Mitchell, Landscape and Power, 2. 114 Mitchell, “Dead Labor and the Political Economy of Landscape,” 245. Put differently, Don Mitchell and Carrie Breitbach assert, “[O]ne of the very functions of landscape, both as built form and as mode of representation, was precisely to mask or hide or obscure the social practices and social histories that went into its making.” Mitchell and Breitbach, “Landscape,” 211. 115 In a review of Sarah Whatmore’s Hybrid Geographies, David Demeritt writes, “This suspicion of binary oppositions underwrites her rejection of dialectics for not ‘challenging this a priori categorization of the things of the world.’” David Demeritt, “Hybrid Geographies, Relational Ontologies and Situated Knowledges,” Antipode, Vol. 37, No. 4 (2005), 820. Similarly, Bruce Braun argues, “[D]ialectics represents too crude a method to overcome dualism, retaining the terms of the binary even as it seeks to place them in relation.” Braun, “Towards a New Earth and a New Humanity,” 199. 116 Mitchell, “Cultural landscapes: the dialectical landscape,” 383‐84. 117 Mitchell, “Cultural landscapes: the dialectical landscape,” 385. 118 John Potter, “Whoa! Listen to this,” Billings Gazette (June 28, 2012), accessed June 20, 2013, http://billingsgazette.com/lifestyles/recreation/just‐for‐kids/image_0f476bd8‐7040‐590f‐9880‐d4eb86229c76.html. 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long braided hair, and high cheekbones—seated at a table, drinking coffee, and reading the newspaper. Reacting to a story in the paper, one Indian exclaims:  “Whoa! Listen to this: ‘Nature is complex.’ ‘Interwoven.’ ‘Connected.’”  To which his friend replies, sarcastically:   “No way!” “What will they ‘discover’ next?”  Potter’s comic suggests that geography’s recent “relational turn” is way behind the curve.119 It insinuates, moreover, that so‐called “new materialisms” are not so new.120 The comic is useful, therefore, for reframing the politics of connectivity within settler colonial contexts. Summarizing her project, Doreen Massey states, “What I am concerned with is the way we imagine space.”121 In this dissertation, what concerns me is how the way we imagine space—how we decipher the politics of connectivity—constrains and/or expands our sense of political possibility and our visions of justice, especially in settler colonial contexts. What we allow to be (seen) in relation, in other words, structures our historical imagination, geographical imagination, and political imagination. Therefore, I interrogate the ontology and epistemology of connectivity.122 In addition, I engage in “thinking practices of ontological reframing,” 
                                                        119 Hinchliffe, “Inhabiting,” 218. 120 Jessica Horton and Janet Berlo argue, “Indigenous scholars and scholars of the indigenous will attest to the survival of alternative intellectual traditions in which the liveliness of matter is grasped as quite ordinary, both inside, and at the fringes of, European modernity. Once we take indigenous worldviews into account, the ‘new materialisms’ are no longer new.” Jessica L. Horton and Janet Catherine Berlo, “Beyond the Mirror: Indigenous Ecologies and ‘New Materialisms’ in Contemporary Art,” Third Text, Vol. 27, No. 1 (2013), 18. 121 Massey, For Space, 18. 122 The ontology of connectivity is similar in many ways to the ontology of hybridity. In a review of Sarah Whatmore’s Hybrid Geographies, David Demeritt writes, “Whatmore invokes an ontology of hybridity to raise ethical questions about living together with an expanded and yet also less clear‐cut sense of morally significant others. As she concludes, the question then becomes about ‘how the we of ethical communities is to be renegotiated on account of its heterogeneous, intercorporal composition.’” Demeritt, “Hybrid Geographies,” 818. 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which J. K. Gibson‐Graham describes as a “performative ontological project” that produces the “ground of possibility.”123 Exemplifying this double movement of negative critique and positive proposition, Mishuana Goeman contends that it is “our responsibility to interrogate our ever‐changing Native epistemologies that frame our understanding of land and our relationships to it and to other peoples. In this vein, (re)mapping is not just about regaining that which was lost and returning to an original and pure point in history, but instead understanding the processes that have defined our current spatialities in order to sustain vibrant Native futures.”124 Taking up the “provocation” of philosopher Emmanuel Levinas, Deborah Bird Rose suggests that ethics—specifically “an ethic of human connectivity”—“precedes ontology.” “Ethics for decolonisation,” she argues, “actually calls us into greater vulnerability as well as greater connectivity.”125                                                          123 J. K. Gibson‐Graham, “Diverse economies: performative practices for ‘other worlds,’” Progress in 
Human Geography, Vol. 32, No. 5 (2008), 613, 620‐23. Ontological politics, like prefigurative politics, is “a potentiality we are attempting to call into being” (620). For more on Gibson‐Graham’s “performative ontological project” see Emilie Cameron, “New Geographies of Story and Storytelling,” 
Progress in Human Geography, Vol. 36, No. 5 (2012), 573‐92. 124 Goeman prefaces her contention with the following statement: “My objective to chart women’s efforts to define themselves and their communities by interrogating the possibilities of spatial interventions, such as those found in literary mappings, reflects my belief that power inheres in our stories. My aim here, however, should not be mistaken as utopian recovery of land through mapping pure ideas of indigeneity (which I find troublesome) on top of colonial maps. Even if we were to recover the historical and legal dimensions of territory, for instance, I am not so sure that this alone would unsettle colonialism. Recovery has a certain saliency in Native American studies; it is appealing to people who have been dispossessed materially and culturally.” Mishuana Goeman, Mark 
My Words: Native Women Mapping Our Nations (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2013), 3. Similarly, Jodi Byrd writes, “Within American Indian epistemologies where something takes place is more important than when, and the land itself, according to Cree scholar Winona Wheeler, is ‘mnemonic, it has its own set of memories.’ […] For American Indians, who have lived for tens of thousands of years on the lands that became the United States two hundred and thirty years ago, the land both remembers life and its loss and serves itself as a mnemonic device that triggers the ethics of relationality with the sacred geographies that constitute indigenous peoples’ histories.” Byrd, The 
Transit of Empire, 118. Later, Byrd writes, “I am interested in the lessons that blues epistemologies and blues aesthetics might teach us in order to transform the participatory democracy that [Clyde] Woods evokes into a radical reimagining of how peoples exist relationally within the place‐worlds located in the stories we tell and the songs we sing” (122). 125 Rose, Reports from a Wild Country, 7, 13, 214. Rose writes, “The ethical challenge of decolonization illuminates a ground for powerful presence. Against domination it asserts relationality, against control it asserts mutuality, against hyperseparation it asserts connectivity, and against claims that rely on an imagined future it asserts engaged responsiveness in the present” (213). She continues, “In considering the possibilities for ethical action, I come to use the term ‘decolonization’ in an extremely strong sense to mean the unmaking of the regimes of violence that promote the disconnection of 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Despite extensive debates about the politics of connectivity in general—by Harvey, Morton, Massey, and others—there remains a pressing need to address these politics vis‐à‐vis historical and contemporary colonialisms. Mishuana Goeman asserts that Doreen Massey’s propositions for space, outlined above, “are of utmost importance in decolonization projects.”126 And in a commentary on For Space, geographer Matthew Sparke argues, “Massey’s account seems well attuned to the possibilities of postcolonial place‐making.”127 These possibilities, however, are largely implicit in Massey’s propositions for space. She does not engage directly with ongoing colonial processes. In contrast, I explicitly raise questions about settler colonialism and the politics of indigeneity in order to, like Massey, release “a more challenging political landscape.” Settler colonialism and the politics of indigeneity, as Potter’s comic intimates, both possess an “intrinsic relationality” as well as “imaginative structures.”128 A politics of connectivity is inherent, for example, in Taiaiake Alfred and Jeff Corntassel’s description of indigeneity as an “oppositional place‐based existence.”129 In turn, Scott Lauria Morgensen argues that settler colonialism, by definition, is “a 
relationship between something that may attempt totalization and all that it                                                         moral accountability from time and place” (214). Like Rose’s “ethics for decolonisation” and Whatmore’s “praxis of ethical relating,” J. K. Gibson‐Graham construes “performative ontological politics” as an “ethical practice.” She writes, “The co‐implicated processes of changing ourselves/changing our thinking/changing the world are what we identify as an ethical practice” (618). Echoing Rose’s comment about vulnerability, Gibson‐Graham continues, “When ontology becomes the effect rather than the ground of knowledge, we lose the comfort and safety of a subordinate relation to ‘reality’ and can no longer seek to capture accurately what already exists; interdependence and creativity are thrust upon us as we become implicated in the very existence of the worlds that we research. Every question about what to study and how to study it becomes an ethical opening; every decision entails profound responsibility” (620). Gibson‐Graham, “Diverse economies,” 613‐632. 126 Goeman, Mark My Words, 5‐6. 127 Sparke, “Commentary 2,” 400. 128 Massey, For Space, 85, 9. 129 Alfred and Corntassel write, “Indigenousness is an identity constructed, shaped and lived in the politicized context of contemporary colonialism. The communities, clans, nations and tribes we call 
Indigenous peoples are just that: Indigenous to the lands they inhabit, in contrast to and in contention with the colonial societies and states that have spread out from Europe and other centers of empire. It is this oppositional place‐based existence, along with the consciousness of being in struggle against the dispossessing and demeaning fact of colonization by foreign peoples, that fundamentally distinguishes Indigenous peoples from other peoples of the world.” Taiaiake Alfred and Jeff Corntassel, “Being Indigenous: Resurgences against Contemporary Colonialism,” Government and 
Opposition, Vol. 40, No. 4 (2005), 597. 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attempts (forever incompletely) to suppress. Indeed, settler colonialism’s inherent relationality continually invokes interdependence, not independence—whether that to which it relates seems present or absent, in the imagination or in interactions with those who survive attempted erasure.”130  Morgensen’s observation about suppression raises questions about the management of relationality and border permeability. According to Massey, spatial politics pertain directly to queries about “how juxtapositions may be regulated” and  “how the terms of connectivity might be negotiated.”131 The politics of connectivity, I suggest, is one of the fundamental axes on which (the interdependence of) settler colonialism and the politics of indigeneity is negotiated. Questioning the terms in which indigenous identity is often framed, particularly within environmental contexts, Bruce Braun argues, “What must be foregrounded […] is not indigeneity but the politics of its articulation.”132 Connectivity is one such articulation. Specifically, the discourse of connectivity is a key site where the conjunction of indigeneity and settler subjectivity is articulated. And the rupturing of settler colonial structures—and also the post‐political lament—by the politics of 
                                                        130 Morgensen continues, “Settler colonialism cannot create totalizing forms of power to wholly produce Native peoples as constructs of a colonial gaze or as mere reinterpreters of colonial ideas about ‘themselves.’ A perception that this is all that is possible is the logic of elimination at work, but it remains naturalized in the settler academy.” Scott Lauria Morgensen, Spaces Between Us: Queer 
Settler Colonialism and Indigenous Decolonization (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2011), 51. Seeking to analytically disentangle colonial and settler colonial phenomena, Lorenzo Veracini argues, “This analytical distinction, and the dissimilarity between the relational systems they establish, remains crucial especially because distinct stances create different conditions of possibility for different patterns of relationships.” Lorenzo Veracini, “Introducing Settler Colonial Studies,” Settler Colonial Studies, Vol. 1, No. 1 (2011), 2. 131 Massey, For Space, 151‐52. 132 Braun writes, “Clearly, the conjunction of ecology and indigeneity has been ambivalent. […] Much turns on the terms in which indigeneity is framed, by whom, and in whose interest. As I will show, if indigeneity is abstracted from any specific historical context, it can very quickly become a cipher whose content is filled by the environmentalist or the state official, and thus a vehicle for very different political and ecological agendas from those of the people purportedly represented. This is a crucial issue, for in the conjunction of environmentalism and indigeneity on Canada’s west coast—what I have named ‘postcolonial environmentalism’—ecopolitics can very easily become merely the latest in a long history of neocolonial incorporations, where indigenous identities are defined and contained within the environmental imaginaries of European environmentalists and the postcolonial nation‐state. These are strong claims, yet, […] how the Nuu‐chah‐nulth are constructed as indigenous is of vital importance for the sort of political‐ecological futures that can and are being imagined for Clayoquot Sound. What must be foregrounded, then, is not indigeneity but the politics of its articulation.” Braun, The Intemperate Rainforest, 81‐2. 
  49 
indigeneity is a clear sign of this ongoing negotiation and re‐articulation.133 Rupturing precipitates, in turn, the crisis that settler manageability seeks to regulate and control. Identifying the “emergence and consolidation of a post‐political and post‐democratic condition,” particularly in relation to new forms of environmental governance in an era of climate change, geographer Erik Swyngedouw describes processes of de‐politicization as the “colonization of the political.”134 The politics of connectivity, I argue, have likewise been colonized. And myriad forms of connection, as Sparke suggests, have been dispossessed.135 However, new articulations of connectivity—or old ones, as the case may be—threaten the post‐political condition identified by Swyngedouw. Foregrounding the politics of connectivity sheds light on another dimension of the “conflict over boundaries,” which Kevin Bruyneel argues has defined settler/indigenous relations in the United States.136 The politics of connectivity is also a key site where the ongoing struggle between “native indigeneity” and “settler indigeneity” plays out.137 According to Chadwick Allen, “The Fourth World condition is marked by a perennial struggle between ‘native’ indigeneity and ‘settler’ or ‘New World’ indigeneity. Stated briefly, aboriginal inhabitants of what are now First World nations have been forced to compete for indigenous status with European settlers and their descendants eager to construct new identities that separate them 
                                                        133 For a discussion of post‐politics see Swyngedouw, “The Non‐political Politics of Climate Change”; Swyngedouw, “Apocalypse Forever?”; Swyngedouw, “The Antinomies of the Postpolitical City.”  134 Swyngedouw writes, “The politics of climate change and, more generally, the concern with sustainability—I maintain—are not only expressive of such post‐political and post‐democratic organization, but have been among the key arenas through which the post‐political frame is forged, configured and entrenched. This process of de‐politicization—or the colonization of the political by politics/the police—which operates through elevating the state of nature onto the public terrain in thoroughly depoliticized ways calls for a reconsideration of what the political is, where it is located and how the democratic political can be recaptured.” Swyngedouw, “Apocalypse Forever?,” 216. 135 Sparke, “Geopolitical Fears,” 346. 136 Bruyneel focuses in particular on U.S.‐indigenous relations since the American Civil War. Bruyneel, The Third Space of Sovereignty, xvii. 137 The struggle between native indigeneity and settler indigeneity can in turn be understood as a conflict over boundaries. For example, Bruyneel writes, “the focal point of analysis should be on how U.S.‐indigenous politics, at its core, is a battle between an American effort to solidify inherently contingent boundaries and an indigenous effort to work on and across these boundaries, drawing on and exposing their contingency to gain the fullest possible expression of political identity, agency, and autonomy.” Bruyneel, The Third Space of Sovereignty, 6. 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from European antecedents.”138 Jean O’Brien identifies a similar tension, arguing that “non‐Indians stake a claim to being native” through the processes of firsting and lasting.139 This perennial struggle, which can also be understood in Gramscian terms as a “war of position,” often plays out in broad daylight.  Within the context of this competition for indigenous status, the settler colonial landscape is not necessarily a duplicitous one.140 Ideology, in other words, is not always effaced or disavowed. Rather, in certain instances, it is openly wielded in the struggle for legitimacy. In contrast to classic conceptions of ideology as “false consciousness,” Slavoj Žižek’s theory of “ideological cynicism” (or “cynical reason”) offers a more apt explanation of how ideology functions within the settler colonial landscape.141 “Cynical reason is no longer naïve,” he argues, “but is a paradox of an                                                         138 Chadwick Allen, Blood Narrative: Indigenous Identity in American Indian and Maori Literary and 
Activist Texts (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2002), 9. Supplementing Allen’s theory, Jodi Byrd argues, “As the logics of multiculturalism become ascendant within those same settler colonial societies, that struggle between indigeneities multiplies to become ‘arrivant indigeneity,’ ‘homonational indigeneity,’ ‘rural indigeneity,’ ‘Tea Party indigeneity,’ et cetera. Because settler colonialism arises from the forced domination of indigenous lands that have been reconstellated as the metropole, indigeneity itself becomes the site of inclusive remediation for all settlers and arrivants.” Byrd, The Transit of Empire, 54. 139 Jean O’Brien, Firsting and Lasting: Writing Indians out of Existence in New England (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2010), xv. For additional discussion of settler indigeneity and its consequences, see Miranda Johnson, “Reconciliation, indigeneity, and postcolonial nationhood in settler states,” Postcolonial Studies, Vol. 14, No. 2 (2011), 187‐201. Writing about “postcolonial nationhood in settler states,” particularly the politics of reconciliation and official state apologies, Miranda Johnson argues, “What is being valued is indigenous peoples’ primordial attachment to place and community that has survived historical injustice, even if only in the form of a haunting. Those expressions of attachment, or belonging, to place have been appropriated by settler majorities as a way of expressing their own sense of belonging to the land in particular locales and even to the imaginary space of the nation” (188). Johnson examines the “appropriation of claims to indigeneity” and suggests that settler societies have “sought out alternative idioms for expressing national identity” (192). Johnson continues, “I suggest that the peculiar political predicament of the Commonwealth countries is one in which expressions of nationhood have come to rely on the discourse of indigeneity to establish a sense of localness. A postcolonial nationhood has been cultivated in these countries by appropriating and asserting indigeneity as a local—and often primordial—expression of national belonging” (198). Johnson concludes, “Having acknowledged and apologized for the injustices of the past, the settler state redefines postcolonial nationhood in terms of indigeneity appropriated from its former victims” (199). 140 Stephen Daniels, “Marxism, Culture, and the Duplicity of Landscape,” in Richard Peet and Nigel Thrift (eds), New Models in Geography: The Political Economy Perspective, Volume 2 (London: Unwin Hyman, 1989), 196‐220. 141 See Dianne Harris, Little White Houses: How the Postwar Home Constructed Race in America (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2013), 11‐12. Harris writes, “Instead of the more common theoretical formulations that posit the necessity for unveiling or unmasking ideologies that are imagined to be hidden in completely naturalized, and therefore invisible, cultural forms, I adopt instead Slavoj Žižek’s notion of ideological cynicism” (11). She continues, “Like [Peter] Sloterdijk and 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enlightened false consciousness: one knows the falsehood very well, one is well aware of a particular interest hidden behind an ideological universality, but still one does not renounce it.”142 Unmasked competition for indigenous status is evident, for example, in the current struggle over water rights on the Flathead Reservation.143  In previous incarnations, the ideological landscape often effaced dispossession—it disavowed, in other words, its colonial origins. Today, in many cases, representations of the landscape no longer deny the history of its formation. However, they still posit a rupture between that history and the present‐day—they disavow, in other words, the continuous character of dispossession. In this sense,                                                         Žižek, I do not presume that Americans were naïve or completely unable to see or recognize the exclusionary rhetoric that was embedded in these cultural forms. Instead, I work from a belief that the vast majority of midcentury Americans knew and deeply understood the economic value, political authority, and social clout invested in white identities; that white Americans of European descent were likewise so committed to the national formulation of whiteness that they saw it everywhere, acknowledged it only in exceptional instances, and participated in the privileges it conveyed largely without question; that they understood the racial logic of the segregated housing market and its long‐term implications for themselves and their families; that, in short, ‘they knew very well what they were doing, and still, they were doing it’” (12). 142 “It is clear, therefore, that confronted with such cynical reason, the traditional critique of ideology no longer works,” Žižek writes. “We can no longer subject the ideological text to ‘symptomatic reading,’ confronting it with its blank spots, with what it must repress to organize itself, to preserve its consistency—cynical reason takes this distance into account in advance.” Slavoj Žižek, The Sublime 
Object of Ideology (New York: Verso, 1989), 28‐30. See also Bruno Latour, “Why Has Critique Run out of Steam? From Matters of Fact to Matters of Concern,” Critical Inquiry 30 (Winter 2004), 225‐248. Latour writes, “But I did not exactly aim at fooling the public by obscuring the certainty of a closed argument—or did I? After all, I have been accused of just that sin. Still, I’d like to believe that, on the contrary, I intended to emancipate the public from prematurely naturalized objectified facts. Was I foolishly mistaken? Have things changed so fast? In which case the danger would no longer be coming from an excessive confidence in ideological arguments posturing as matters of fact—as we have learned to combat so efficiently in the past—but from an excessive distrust of good matters of fact disguised as bad ideological biases! While we spent years trying to detect the real prejudices hidden behind the appearance of objective statements, do we now have to reveal the real objective and incontrovertible facts hidden behind the illusion of prejudices?” (227). Latour continues, “My argument is that a certain form of critical spirit has sent us down the wrong path, encouraging us to fight the wrong enemies and, worst of all, to be considered as friends by the wrong sort of allies because of a little mistake in the definition of its main target. The question was never to get away from facts but closer to them, not fighting empiricism but, on the contrary, renewing empiricism. What I am going to argue is that the critical mind, if it is to renew itself and be relevant again, is to be found in the cultivation of a stubbornly realist attitude—to speak like William James—but a realism dealing with what I will call matters of concern, not matters of fact. The mistake we made, the mistake I made, was to believe that there was no efficient way to criticize matters of fact except by moving away from them and directing one’s attention toward the conditions that made them possible” (231). Latour concludes, “My question is thus: Can we devise another powerful descriptive tool that deals this time with matters of concern and whose import then will no longer be to debunk but to protect and to care, as Donna Haraway would put it?” (232). 143 Jack Healy, “Water Rights Tear at an Indian Reservation,” New York Times (April 21, 2013). 
  52 
the ideological landscape does not efface dispossession so much as it effaces (indigenous) possession. In other words, it conceals its own failures. Although ideology—specifically, settler colonial ideology—is not necessarily effaced or disavowed, it is managed. Or rather, threats to that ideology, such as the politics of indigeneity, are managed in order to control as much as possible where and how they rupture or unsettle the authority and legitimacy conferred by ideology.   Precisely because Chief Mountain suggests and models the politics of connectivity, it serves as a potent vehicle for engaging the substantive politics of indigeneity in this settler colonial landscape of perpetual vanishing. By now it is almost axiomatic that settler colonialism is a structure, not an event.144 The politics of connectivity embedded in this structure, however, remain largely unexamined. What exactly does settler colonialism as a structure do? What kinds of work does it perform? And how is this work contingent upon certain forms and practices of connectivity? As a structure, settler colonialism regulates and manages the partitioning of space and time. Certain spatial and temporal boundaries are fortified, whereas others are weakened and made more permeable.145 Certain sets of relations are privileged, whereas other sets of relations are disavowed. Settler colonialism, in short, preserves “unconnected connections.”146 Political possibility, in turn, is constrained through these regulatory structures. And a sense of inevitability and universality surrounds what, in fact, is a limited and limiting spectrum of connectivity. Just as the Lewis Fault and Chief Mountain rupture time and space, the politics of indigeneity ruptures this settler colonial structure and asserts a fundamentally different politics of connectivity. As Audra Simpson notes, “These processes of force, circumscription, disavowal, stage the fundamentally 
                                                        144 Patrick Wolfe, for example, famously argues that settler colonialism—as “a complex social formation and as a continuity through time”—is “a structure rather than an event.” The “logic of elimination,” Wolfe suggests, is the “organizing principle of settler‐colonial society rather than a one‐off (and superseded) occurrence.” Patrick Wolfe, “Settler colonialism and the elimination of the native,” Journal of Genocide Research, Vol. 8, No. 4 (2006), 387‐88. 145 Don Mitchell argues, “The landscape integrates by dividing, by separating, and by obscuring.” Mitchell, “Dead Labor and the Political Economy of Landscape,” 245. 146 Sparke, In the Space of Theory, xvi. 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interrupted, and interruptive capacity of indigenous political life broadly.”147 Reflecting on the value of indigenous critical theory, Elizabeth Povinelli argues, “It is also challenging what kinds of entities and relations can be the basis of a sovereign claim; how these kinds of entities territorialize space and time; and subsequent to this what obligations are incumbent on those who claim to belong to these spacings and temporal orderings.”148 The politics of indigeneity functions as an “ontological disturbance.”149 In the most general sense, it profoundly unsettles what Bruno Latour calls the “modern constitution”—“the ontological presuppositions that underwrite modern society’s self‐understanding.”150 It destabilizes, in other words, the meaning of foundational concepts such as landscape, space, place, environment, citizenship, sovereignty, and property.151 Framed by the politics of indigeneity these concepts are rendered historically, socially, and spatially contingent, and also implicated in enduring systems and structures of colonization.  As a mode of critical analysis, indigeneity “fundamentally interrupts what is received, what is ordered, what is supposed to be settled.”152                                                          147 Audra Simpson, “Mohawk Interruptus” (paper presented at the Indigenous Speakers Series, Indigenous Governance, University of Victoria, British Columbia, November 7, 2012), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FWzXHqGfH3U. 148 Elizabeth A. Povinelli, “The Governance of the Prior,” Interventions 13, No. 1, (2011) 15. 149 Aileen Moreton‐Robinson, “Writing Off Indigenous Sovereignties” (paper presented at the Conditions of Settler Colonialism symposium, University of Chicago, April 25‐26, 2008). According to Sarah Whatmore, “ontological disturbance” occurs at the moment “in which the things on which we rely as unexamined parts of the material fabric of our everyday lives become molten and make their agential force felt.” Sarah Whatmore, “Mapping knowledge controversies: science, democracy and the redistribution of expertise,” Progress in Human Geography, Vol. 33, No. 5 (October 2009), 1‐2. 150 Bruce Braun, “Nature and Culture: On the Career of a False Problem,” in James S. Duncan, Nuala C. Johnson, and Richard H. Shein (eds), A Companion to Cultural Geography (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2004), 168. 151 Joel Wainwright and Joe Bryan describe indigenous counter‐mapping in a similar manner. “Like the law, maps are not instruments for settling indigenous claims. They are textual practices that weave together power and social relations,” they argue. “The effective indigenous ‘counter‐map,’ then, is one that unsettles the very categories that constitute the intelligibility of modern power relations. Producing and reading such maps requires creating space for greater attention to indigenous peoples’ efforts to transform their social and spatial relations in ways that may transcend the concepts ‘territory’ and ‘property.’” Joel Wainwright and Joe Bryan, “Cartography, territory, property: postcolonial reflections on indigenous counter‐mapping in Nicaragua and Belize,” Cultural 
Geographies, Vol. 16, No. 2 (2009), 170. 152 “It is in these complicated relationships to the past, to territory, and to governance,” Audra Simpson argues, “that Indigeneity is quite simply a key to critical analysis, not as a model of an alternative theoretical project or method (as valuable as this is), but simply as a case that, when 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This dissertation attempts to track this disturbance as it ripples across the molten landscape, particularly as it rubs up against and contests the logic of settler colonialism. In this sense, the politics of indigeneity (and the disturbance left in its wake) is conceived as a constructive and generative force, especially in relation to movements for justice and peaceful co‐existence.153   
The View from Chief Mountain  The views to and from Chief Mountain, particularly as represented in literature, paintings and photographs, have long served as a platform for imagining landscape.154 In this dissertation, the view from the prominent peak serves as a platform for reimagining landscape. “Inherently duplicitous, the term landscape refers both to visual perspective and to the geographical territories seized by it,” writes Donald Moore. “Landscapes articulate culture and nature, seer and scene.”155 While the view of Chief Mountain—the scene—is more widely recognized, the view 
from Chief Mountain—the seer—has its own historical legacy, one that still overflows with meaning. The summit was an important vantage point, which offered                                                         considered robustly, fundamentally interrupts what is received, what is ordered, what is supposed to be settled.” Audra Simpson, “Settlement’s Secret,” Cultural Anthropology, Vol. 26, No. 2 (2011), 209. 153 According to Marisol de la Cadena and Orin Starn, indigeneity has the capacity to “undo hegemonic signifiers, affect their usual semantic chemistry to produce new valences, and thus reconfigure indigeneity itself opening it up to the acknowledgement of historical contemporaneity and radical social justice.” Marisol de la Cadena and Orin Starn, “Introduction,” in Marisol de la Cadena and Orin Starn (eds), Indigenous Experience Today (Oxford: Berg, 2007), 11. Writing about its generativity as an analytical and geopolitical category, Mary Louise Pratt suggests that we conceive of indigeneity “not as a configuration or a state, but as a force that enables, that makes things happen.” Mary Louise Pratt, “Afterword: Indigeneity Today,” in Marisol de la Cadena and Orin Starn (eds), 
Indigenous Experience Today (Oxford: Berg, 2007), 403. It is a force, moreover, full of possibility and potential that operates across the continuum of time. “Unrealized possibilities of the past remain available to the present,” Pratt argues, “and unrealized possibilities in the present remain available to the future; they are part of the fertility or potency of thinking and knowing through (i.e., by means of) the indigenous” (403). 154 See William H. Truettner (ed), The West As America: Reinterpreting Images of the Frontier, 1820­
1920 (Washington DC: Smithsonian Institution Press, 1991); Jules David Prown, Nancy K. Anderson, William Cronon, Brian W. Dippie, Martha A. Sandweiss, Susan Prendergast Schoelwer, and Howard R. Lamar (eds), Discovered Lands, Invented Pasts: Transforming Visions of the American West (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1994); Dan Flores, Visions of the Big Sky: Painting and Photographing 
the Northern Rocky Mountain West (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 2010). See also Denis Cosgrove, Geography and Vision: Seeing, Imagining and Representing the World (New York: I. B. Tauris, 2008). 155 Moore, Suffering for Territory, 22. 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commanding views out across the plains.156 In 1918, for example, Walter Prichard Eaton published a semi‐fictional account of the adventures of a group of Boy Scouts in Glacier National Park. After attending an “Indian Pow‐Wow” and participating in a “Squaw Dance” on the Blackfeet Reservation, the scouts set out to climb Chief Mountain. From the summit they “looked out over the vast green prairie, stretching mile on endless mile to the east, like waves of the sea.”157 The sensation, one scout exclaimed, was “just like riding on the bowsprit of a tremendous ship!” The scouts also discovered a bleached buffalo skull on the summit, which they presumed was an “Indian relic” left behind following a vision quest. “Let’s take the skull for a souvenir,” suggested Robert Crimmins with great enthusiasm. His father, Tom, quickly countered, “Let it stay here as a record of a race too fast vanishing.”158 Naturalist George C. Ruhle likely had Chief Mountain in mind when he evoked the unsurpassed views of the eastern horizon from Glacier’s high peaks in 1934. “Have you ever been privileged to stand upon the crest of some high ridge or mountain on the east side of Glacier National Park on a bright morning in spring?” asked Ruhle.   Far, far out, beyond the beveled edges of ancient peneplains, the bulky, amorphous masses of the Sweetgrass Hills float baseless upon the haze of distance. This was once the home of countless numbers of buffalo, mountain sheep, elk, and deer. This too has been the ancestral home the great Blackfeet Nation whose spirit was attuned to this mighty, magnificent conception of distance, and whose sense of sturdy freedom was consonant with the unbroken character of its expanse.159  
                                                        156 See Thomas Patin (ed.), Observation Points: The Visual Poetics of National Parks (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2012). 157 Walter Prichard Eaton, Boy Scouts in Glacier Park: The Adventures of Two Young Easterners in the 
Heart of the High Rockies (Boston: W. A. Wilde Company, 1918). 158 Tom Crimmins continued, “I like to think of that naked Indian boy, all alone, climbing this great rock tower and for four whole days sitting up here far above the world, waiting for a vision from his gods. You wouldn’t catch one of our American boys doing anything like that. Yet we think we are vastly superior to the Indians!” Eaton, Boy Scouts in Glacier Park. 159 George C. Ruhle, “The Noble Blackfeet” (May 24, 1934), 1, GNPA. 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Struggling to find words for phenomena that eluded representation, Ruhle continued, eventually quoting a short poem by “a special Indian Inspector” who was likewise overwhelmed by the inevitability of change in the vast landscape.   As one stands on the high place of Glacier Park’s eastern edge, overlooking the broad Blackfeet domain on a bright morning in spring, one is often surprised by the white clouds caught on the mountain summits, which quickly darken and roll out over the landscape in ever increasing masses to break out into all the fury and wildness of a storm. Vanished are the brilliance of colorings, the suave unbrokenness of wide expanse, the life‐instilling warmth of sunshine. And one ponders the words of a special Indian Inspector, moved too with the inevitableness of it all:  A lone lodge within the wilderness— Gray dusk and silence and a moping moon— A spectral lodge, who once lived here are gone; Their day is done, the night is on, And there is no tomorrow.160   The view from Chief Mountain, as this example suggests, was frequently imbued with settler symbolism. Often subtle, the logic of manifest destiny is nevertheless pervasive. It constitutes a form of “visual ideology,” which frames a particular “way of seeing” the landscape from the summit of Chief Mountain.161 This way of seeing, moreover, naturalizes and legitimizes itself. As W.J.T. Mitchell argues, landscape “serves as an aesthetic alibi for conquest, a way of naturalizing imperial expansion.”162 In other cases, the logic of manifest destiny was more overt. In 1902, for instance, Bailey Willis portrayed Chief Mountain as witness to a centuries‐long westward expansion. “Facing the rising sun, this sentinel of the Rockies for two centuries past has fronted one of the greatest migrations of humanity from which a new race is developing,” he wrote.163 In Willis’s eyes, Chief Mountain was “a perfect symbol” not only of westward movement but also of the idea of America as a                                                         160 Ruhle, “The Noble Blackfeet,” 6‐7. 161 Denis Cosgrove, Social Formation and Symbolic Landscape (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1984). 162 W.J.T. Mitchell, “Holy Landscape: Israel, Palestine, and the American Wilderness,” in W.J.T. Mitchell (ed), Landscape and Power (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994), 266. 163 Willis, “Along the Northwest Boundary,” 2336. 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“melting pot.”164 This process of assimilation, moreover, transcended political boundaries, transforming recent immigrants to the United States and Canada alike into “true American[s] of the West.”   Dividing in the ports of Europe into two streams, the one to occupy the British Dominions, the other to homestead the lands of the Republic—Russians, Italians, French, Germans, and English sink into the environment of the free continent and are all transformed into Americans of one variety north of the line, of another south of it. Their national distinctions disappear in a generation; the racial differences between Slav, Latin, and Teuton are less rapidly but not less surely modified in the evolution of the American. In its westward drift the foreign element is assimilated and distributes itself according to preference among the valleys, forests, plains, and mountains of Canada and the United States. The true American of the West is all things that a man must be to dominate his environment and make it serve his ends. Alike north and south of the Boundary he treads eagerly the trail to power and wealth, and though he fail, his failure blazes the way for another’s success. The canoe has given place to the steamer, bales of peltries are replaced by sacks of wheat, pack trains yield to railroad lines, and commerce extends her highways where so recently all was wilderness. What sovereigns of England and France divided, kings of railroad systems are uniting, and the old Boundary, which was established as a ‘dividend line’ between warring nations, has become a tollgate at which we pay our nickel for the privilege of going to market.165   Although the view from Chief Mountain is truly exceptional, settler symbolism of this sort was attached to other mountains throughout the region as well. In 1890, Peter Ronan, an Indian Agent on the Flathead Reservation, mused about the vista from McDonald Peak, the highest mountain in the Mission Range. “The tourist on a fine day can see from MacDonald’s [sic] peak forests and lakes hoar with age long before Columbus discovered this continent and the imagination on this mountain peak goes wavering back thousands of years to the mysterious nations of red men who lived here for countless centuries before the coming of the pale faces.”166                                                         164 Sheire, “Historic Resource Study,” 166‐67. 165 Willis, “Along the Northwest Boundary,” 2336. 166 Flathead Facts: An Illustrated Work Descriptive of the Vast Resources of the Northwestern Portion of 
Missoula County (Missoula, Montana: Missoula Publishing Co., 1890), 21, MTHS, PAM 1163. 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In general, mountains have long been celebrated as observation points that stimulate the imagination.167 In 1919, Robert Sterling Yard asked his readers to “imagine […] an impression of antiquity, a feeling akin to that with which one enters a mediaeval ruin or sees the pyramids of Egypt. Only here is the look of immense, unmeasured, immeasurable age.” Turning to the mountains of Glacier National Park, Yard continued, “More than at any place except perhaps the rim of the Grand Canyon does one seem to stand in the presence of the infinite; an instinct which, while it baffles analysis, is sound, for there are few rocks of the earth’s skin so aged as these ornate shales and limestones.”168 In 1914, William Alden invited readers to imagine themselves in the distant past, standing on the summit of one of Glacier’s high peaks, looking down as mighty Ice Age glaciers scoured the valleys below. “[O]ne can easily picture to himself, as he looks down the valleys, the great rivers of ice which in ages past cascaded from the cliffs below the upper cirques, converged as tributaries from the many branch valleys, and united in great trunk glaciers,” he wrote. “In imagination he can see these great glaciers many hundreds of feet in depth filling the great mountain valleys from side to side, and deploying thence upon the bordering plains. He seems to see these mighty engines plucking away the rock ribs of the mountains, smoothing, grinding, and polishing the irregularities and sweeping away the debris to be spread on the plains below.”169 The view from Chief Mountain is significant in this story as well. It serves here as a platform for reimagining landscape. More precisely, the vantage from Chief Mountain offers a dual perspective on the landscape.170 First, it provides valuable insight on the structures of settler colonialism. Second, it reveals how those structures break down; when and where the settler colonial project fails. In turn, it exposes how the politics of indigeneity rupture the structures or normative horizons of settler colonialism. It demonstrates the “interruptive capacity of                                                         167 See Patin, Observation Points. 168 Yard, The Book of the National Parks, 258. 169 William C. Alden, Glaciers of Glacier National Park (Washington DC, Government Printing Office, 1914). 170 “In this entangled landscape, multiple spatialities mingle,” writes Donald Moore. “Neither serial nor successive, they are copresent, sometimes as hauntings, other times as explicit invocations, shaping a plural terrain where no single space prevails.” Moore, Suffering for Territory, 22. 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indigenous political life.”171 Visible from the summit of Chief Mountain, then, are two distinct landscapes. On one hand, there is a landscape of dispossession—of indigenous dispossession, but also settler anxiety provoked by the threat of its own dispossession.172 This first landscape of dispossession can also be understood as an “anemic geography,” which Matthew Sparke defines as “a geography that, like white chalk on slate, conceals the complex geographical palimpsest over which it writes a singular and supposedly coherent geo.”173 On the other hand, there is a landscape of possession—of white possession, but also robust and evolving indigenous political geographies that have never been extinguished.174 The view of this second landscape, in other words, reveals the precariousness of white possession and also the durability of aboriginal possession.175 In this sense, the view from Chief Mountain stages what Nicholas Mirzoeff describes as the “conflict between visuality and countervisuality,” which is another key site in the ongoing struggle between 
                                                        171 Audra Simpson writes, “This book is an argument regarding the assertion of [the Kahnawake Mohawks’] complicated life—their political life and history in the face of a settler denial of that life, the circumscription of that life, and then the disavowal of wrongdoing. These processes of force, circumscription, disavowal, stage the fundamentally interrupted and interruptive capacity of indigenous political life broadly. What does it mean to want to be seen as you feel you should be seen under conditions that fundamentally disavow the historical wrongdoing that constitutes you not as a nation but as a problem. That problem being simply surviving against elimination; that’s the Indian problem. We lived.” Simpson, “Mohawk Interruptus.” 172 Regarding settler anxiety about dispossession, Aileen Moreton‐Robinson argues, “The omnipresence of Indigenous sovereignty is part of the ontological condition that shapes patriarchal white sovereignty’s investment in itself and its anxiety about dispossession.” Aileen Moreton‐Robinson (ed), Sovereign Subjects: Indigenous Sovereignty Matters (Crows Nest NSW: Allen & Unwin, 2007), 96. Similarly, Mishuana Goeman notes, “The inability to bind land to settler societies or expunge Indigenous sense of place is the anxiety producing thorn in the side of nation‐states.” Mishuana Goeman, “From Place to Territories and Back Again: Centering Storied Land in the discussion of Indigenous Nation‐building,” International Journal of Critical Indigenous Studies, Vol. 1, No. 1 (2008), 25. This anxiety is also implicit in Philip Deloria’s assertion that Indians have “haunted a long night of American dreams.” Philip J. Deloria, Playing Indian (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1998), 191. 173 Sparke, In the Space of Theory, xvi. 174 Aileen Moreton‐Robinson calls for an analysis of “how white possession, as a mode of rationality, functions within disciplinary knowledges and regulatory mechanisms, defining and circumscribing Indigenous sovereignty in particular ways.” Aileen Moreton‐Robinson, “Towards a new research agenda? Foucault, Whiteness and Indigenous sovereignty,” Journal of Sociology, Vol. 42, No. 4 (2006), 384. 175 The landscape enfolds, in the words of Donald Moore, “reworked sediments of precolonial migration, conquest, and traditions of authority.” Moore continues, “Conceiving places as relational, including within them links to spaces beyond locality, shifts their conceptual ground.” Moore, 
Suffering for Territory, 21. 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“native indigeneity” and “settler indigeneity.”176 If the first landscape of dispossession is a visuality, which depicts “existing realities,” the second landscape of possession is a countervisuality, which counters those existing realities with “a different realism.”177 Opening oneself to this second view of the landscape helps to denaturalize dispossession; to see it as partial and incomplete.178 To assert “the political status of nationhood and an ongoing and unvanquished sovereignty,” Audra Simpson writes, “is to fundamentally interrupt the sovereignty and monocultural aspirations of nation‐states, but especially those that are rooted in indigenous dispossession.”179 To see this second landscape of possession requires, following Sparke, a “deconstructive geographical responsibility,” which consists of “ongoing attempts to open up and explore […] unconnected connections that underwrite particular anemic geographies.”180 By illuminating the structural dimension of settler colonialism, the second view actually makes the first landscape more “palpable and hence challengeable and changeable.”181 Although he was not writing about settler                                                         176 Nicholas Mirzoeff, The Right to Look: A Counterhistory of Visuality (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2011), 5. Later, Mirzoeff argues, “The contest of visuality and countervisuality is not, then, a simple battle for the same field. One sought to maintain the ‘colonial environment’ as it was, the other to visualize a different reality, modern but decolonized” (14). 177 Mirzoeff writes, “It is precisely that extended sense of the real, the realistic, and realism(s) that is at stake in the conflict between visuality and countervisuality. […] It is by no means a simple or mimetic depiction of lived experience, but one that depicts existing realities and counters them with a different realism. In short, the choice is between continuing to move on and authorizing authority or claiming that there is something to see and democratizing democracy.” Mirzoeff, The Right to Look, 5. Derek Gregory makes a similar claim about imaginative geographies, which he argues “are not only accumulations of time, sedimentations of successive histories; they are also performances of space” (18‐19). “This space of potential is always conditional, always precarious,” he continues, “but every repertory performance of the colonial present carries within it the twin possibilities of either reaffirming and even radicalizing the hold of the colonial past on the present or undoing its enclosures and approaching closer to the horizon of the postcolonial” (19). Derek Gregory, The 
Colonial Present (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2004). 178 Hart, “Denaturalizing Dispossession.” 179 Simpson, “Mohawk Interruptus.” Recognizing the fundamental interruption is to confront what Jodi Byrd calls “the ontological dilemma indigeneity poses to the colonizing nation‐state.” Byrd, The 
Transit of Empire, 203. 180 Sparke, In the Space of Theory, xvi. Elsewhere Sparke characterizes this responsible praxis as “hopeful geographies of repossession.” Sparke, “Geopolitical Fears,” 347. 181 Summarizing the usefulness of Henri Lefebvre’s spatial dialectics, Andy Merrifield argues, “The Lefebvrian moment, in theory and practice, can still perceive a possibility—a crack in the edifice—help people name in everyday life a remote process, and make it palpable and hence challengeable and changeable.” Andy Merrifield, Henri Lefebvre: A Critical Introduction (New York, Routledge, 2006), 139. 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colonialism, Don Mitchell’s observations about landscape are nonetheless pertinent. “Landscape naturalizes social relations and makes them seem inevitable,” he argues. “More accurately, landscape reifies social relations and creates not so much an ‘amnesia of genesis’ as a socially powerful thing, which in order to be transformed has to be taken apart, thrown into disarray, literally disintegrated as a landscape.”182 Just as the view of Chief Mountain disorients people in time, the view from Chief Mountain throws the settler colonial landscape into disarray. Importantly, the view from Chief Mountain reveals that dispossession involves not only land or territory, but also forms of connection and practices of connecting.183 Settler colonialism, in other words, seeks to acquire land in part by eliminating or circumscribing indigenous epistemologies and ontologies.184 It forecloses and attempts to manage “ontological politics.”185 The emerging discourse on “ontological belonging” and “geontologies” responds, I suggest, to the threat of this type of dispossession.186 This form of dispossession also figures prominently in counter‐claims about settler colonialism’s efficacy. Assertions of “ontological belonging,” for instance, refute assumptions about the success of the settler colonial project. Refusing narratives of dispossession, they instead affirm stories of ongoing possession.187 They force us to move beyond the property paradigm and to acknowledge what Aileen Moreton‐Robinson calls an “ontological relationship to land,” which she also describes as an “inalienable relation to land” that constitutes                                                         182 Mitchell, “Dead Labor and the Political Economy of Landscape,” 241. The contrast between “amnesia of genesis” and “a socially powerful thing” relates to the earlier discussion about the ideological landscape. 183 Sparke, “Geopolitical Fears,” 346. 184 As Bruce Braun notes, “Epistemic erasures are not innocent; they justify political and territorial erasures.” Braun, The Intemperate Rainforest, 8. 185 Braun, “Towards a New Earth and a New Humanity.” 186 For a discussion of “geontologies” see Elizabeth A. Povinelli, The Empire of Love: Toward a Theory 
of Intimacy, Genealogy, and Carnality (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2006), 38. Aileen Moreton‐Robinson writes, “Our sovereignty is embodied, it is ontological (our being) and epistemological (our way of knowing), and it is grounded within complex relations derived from the intersubstantiation of ancestral beings, humans and land. In this sense, our sovereignty is carried by the body and differs from Western constructions of sovereignty, which are predicated on the social contract model, the idea of a unified supreme authority, territorial integrity and individual rights.” Moreton‐Robinson, 
Sovereign Subjects, 2. 187 In her recent book, for example, Mishuana Goeman examines “Native narratives that mediate and refute colonial organizing of land, bodies, and social and political landscapes.” Goeman, Mark My 
Words, 3. 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an indigenous subject position.188 Similarly, Glen Coulthard argues that land functions as “an ontological framework for understanding relationships.”189 Elsewhere, Coulthard writes,    Stated bluntly, the theory and practice of Indigenous anti‐colonialism, including Indigenous anti‐capitalism, is best understood as a struggle primarily inspired by and oriented around the question of land—a struggle not only for land in the material sense, but also deeply informed by what the land as system of reciprocal relations and obligations can teach us about living our lives in relation to one another and the natural world in non‐dominating and non‐exploitative terms.190    Opening this dissertation with a discussion of the geology of the Lewis Fault and Chief Mountain is intended in part to ground the politics of connectivity in the land and to affirm its centrality to practices of connecting. This grounding, moreover, helps illuminate the profound meanings and implications of Coulthard’s                                                         188 Moreton‐Robinson writes, “Our ontological relationship to land, the ways that country is constitutive of us, and therefore the inalienable nature of our relation to land, marks a radical, indeed incommensurable, difference between us and the non‐Indigenous. This ontological relation to land constitutes a subject position that we do not share, and which cannot be shared, with the postcolonial subject whose sense of belonging in this place is tied to migrancy. Indigenous people may have been incorporated in and seduced by the cultural forms of the colonizer but this has not diminished the ontological relationship to land. […] There is always a subject position that can be thought of as fixed in its inalienable relation to land. This subject position cannot be erased by colonizing processes which seek to position the Indigenous as object, inferior, other, and its origins are not tied to migration.” Aileen Moreton‐Robinson, “I Still Call Australia Home: Indigenous Belonging and Place in a White Postcolonizing Society,” in Sara Ahmed, Claudia Castaneda, Anne‐Marie Fortier, Mimi Sheller (eds), Uprootings/regroundings: questions of home and migration (Oxford: Berg Publishers, 2003), 31. Earlier, Moreton‐Robinson argues, “Ontological belonging is omnipresent, and continues to unsettle non‐Indigenous belonging based on illegal dispossession” (24). 189 Glen Coulthard, “Place Against Empire: Understanding Indigenous Anti‐Colonialism,” Affinities: A 
Journal of Radical Theory, Culture, and Action, Vol. 4, No. 2 (Fall 2010), 79. 190 Glen Coulthard, “Subjects of Empire? Indigenous Peoples and the ‘Politics of Recognition’ in Canada” (PhD diss., University of Victoria, British Columbia, 2009), 19‐20. Moreton‐Robinson’s notion of “ontological belonging” and Coulthard’s expanded definition of land resonate with Massimo De Angelis’s account of primitive accumulation as “a process that formed a basic ontological condition for capitalist production, rather than just a historical precondition.” Jim Glassman, “Primitive accumulation, accumulation by dispossession, accumulation by ‘extra‐economic’ means,” 
Progress in Human Geography, Vol. 30, No. 5 (2006), 615. Similarly, philosopher Jason Read writes, “Primitive accumulation is not simply the accumulation of wealth, or a transfer of the means of production from the hands of the artisans and peasantry to the hands of the nascent capitalists, it is also the accumulation of subjectivity, the accumulation of social power. […] It is necessary to produce a subject that can find its place within apparatuses and networks of capital.” Jason Read, The Micro­
Politics of Capital: Marx and the Prehistory of the Present (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2003), 153. 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assertion that land functions as “an ontological framework for understanding relationships” and as a “system of reciprocal relations and obligations.” Although Massey’s notion of the “temporalities of tectonics” destabilizes the landscape to a certain degree, its materiality—even when relativized—still offers a potent foundation for claims of “ontological belonging.” What endures in this landscape of perpetual vanishing?191 And how do normative horizons constrain the political imagination and sense of possibility? The logic of vanishing, I argue, is defined more by what endures and therefore remains a condition of possibility than by what actually disappears. Indeed, it is often the 
threat or presumption of endangerment that mobilizes the landscape and makes it productive.192 Chief Mountain thus offers a vantage from which to see these normative horizons. “The solidity of the landscape, its deadness, its relative permanence, matters,” insist Don Mitchell and Carrie Breitbach.193 Unpacking his dialectical theory materialism, David Harvey writes, “The ‘solid rock’ of historical‐geographical materialism is here used to say that dialectical argumentation cannot be understood as outside of the concrete material conditions of the world in which we find ourselves; and those concrete conditions are often so set in literal concrete (at least in relation to the time and space of human action) that we must perforce acknowledge their permanence, significance, and power.”194 Drawing on the work of Harvey, Mitchell argues that landscape must be understood as a “structured permanence,” which is constructed out of “extensive connections.”195 A key question                                                         191 Elizabeth Povinelli, for example, calls our attention to the “hardiness of liberalism as a normative horizon” and describes how liberal time is constantly evacuated in the “durable present.” Povinelli, 
The Empire of Love, 4. See also Elizabeth A. Povinelli, Economies of Abandonment: Social Belonging 
and Endurance in Late Liberalism (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2011). In contrast, Bruce Braun, invoking Bruno Latour, considers durability within the context of non‐modern ontology. “The difference between an ontology of form and essence (modern ontology) and an ontology of flows and connections (non‐modern ontology), is striking,” he writes. “Whereas the former brings us to the problem of understanding how distinct things ‘interact,’ the latter asks how it is that things come to attain provisional form and a certain durability. In other words, while the former takes divisions as a starting point, the latter tradition politicizes these divisions, asking how they came to be in the first place.” Braun, “Nature and Culture,” 171. 192 Dorrian and Rose, Deterritorialisations, 17. 193 Mitchell and Breitbach, “Landscape,” 215. 194 Harvey, Justice, Nature, and the Geography of Difference, 8. 195 Mitchell, “Dead Labor and the Political Economy of Landscape,” 245‐46; Harvey, Justice, Nature, 
and the Geography of Difference, 261. 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to ask of landscape, therefore, “is not […] so much why and how it is always changing (though this is crucial), but why and how it has remained. Just what is ‘permanent’ about it? What are the effects of that permanence?”196 Engaging its historical legacy, the view from Chief Mountain is détourned in order to raise questions about permanence, endurance and normativity.197 Chief Mountain also offers a vantage from which to see different horizons and modes of belonging, as well as other enduring formations. Landscape, Mitchell writes, “functions as reality, as that which is (and hence, to some large degree, that which can be). That is to say, one function of landscape is to display the normative order of the world.”198 The second view from Chief Mountain, in short, challenges this normative order. It reveals, instead, “paths to the possible” and “new horizons of hope.”199 For Mishuana Goeman, the decision to examine “discourses of spatialized power dynamics in literature” is a strategic one. “[T]he literary […] tenders an avenue for the ‘imaginative’ creation of new possibilities,” she writes, “which must happen through imaginative modes precisely because the ‘real’ of settler colonial society is built on the violent erasures of alternative modes of mapping and geographic understandings.”200 “In political thought and in political                                                         196 Mitchell, “Dead Labor and the Political Economy of Landscape,” 246. 197 For more on the theory of détournement, see Guy Debord and Gil J. Wolman, “A User’s Guide to Détournement,” Les Lèvres Nues #8 (May 1956); “Détournement as Negation and Prelude,” 
Internationale Situationniste #3 (December 1959). Shiloh Krupar writes, “Detouring the present by way of the past ‘helps us to relativize the present, resist the tendency to surrender to the present, and recover the sense of duration of time and, hence, a concern for the future.’” Krupar, “Shanghaiing the Future,” 312. 198 Mitchell, “Dead Labor and the Political Economy of Landscape,” 241. 199 Henri Lefebvre articulates “a path to the possible” in The Urban Revolution. He argues, “The critique from the left [of urbanism as a policy], frequently overlooked, is not associated with any so‐called leftist group, club, party, apparatus, or ideology. Rather, it attempts to open a path to the possible, to explore and delineate a landscape that is not merely part of the ‘real,’ the accomplished, occupied by existing social, political, and economic forces. It is a utopian critique because it steps back from the real without, however, losing sight of it.” Henri Lefebvre, The Urban Revolution (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2003), 6‐7. See also Purcell, The Down­Deep Delight of 
Democracy. On “horizons of hope” see Rosi Braidotti, Transpositions: On Nomadic Ethics (Malden, MA: Polity Press, 2006). Braidotti writes, “We are motivated by an ethics of concern, care, and accountability to forms of vision and organizing that embrace a situated interconnectivity in any work toward sustainable futures and new horizons of hope” (276). 200 Goeman adds, “The imaginative possibilities and creations offered in the play of a poem, imagery of a novel, or complex relationships set up in a short story provide avenues beyond a recovery of a violent history of erasure and provide imaginative modes to unsettle settler space.” Goeman, Mark 
My Words, 2. 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theory, the category (or concept) of the ‘real’ should not be permitted to obscure that of the possible,” argues Henri Lefebvre. “Rather, it is the possible that should serve as the theoretical instrument for exploring the real.”201 The two landscapes visible from the summit of Chief Mountain elude simple categorization in these terms. They both contain elements of the “real” and the “possible.” And they are both “real” in meaningful and material ways. Seeing them in tandem—as multiple trajectories—and in relation—as simultaneous “stories‐so‐far”—is ultimately what opens up our political imagination and expands our sense of possibility. Reflecting on Lefebvre’s method, Mark Purcell writes, “Lefebvre’s transduction argues that this possible world is not ‘out there,’ beyond our current situation, but rather it is already here, even if it remains inchoate. Our task as political thinkers and actors, Lefebvre argues, is to discover this good, this other world, to remove the barriers that prevent its growth, and to nurture it as best we can.”202 The summit of Chief Mountain, I suggest, is one place where we might glimpse these “other worlds” and “unpredicted futures.” It is an “‘elsewhere’ from which to envision a different and less hostile order of relationships.”203 
                                                        201201 Henri Lefebvre, “Comments on a New State Form,” Antipode, Vol. 33, No. 5 (2001 [1979]), 769. 202 Purcell, The Down­Deep Delight of Democracy, 22. Contrasting nomadological and dialectical utopianism, Eugene Holland writes, “The task of nomadological utopianism is then to detect and reinforce such alternative instances [to capitalism and the State], distill and express the ideals informing them, then relay and propagate those ideals in additional institutions and practices throughout social life, in anticipation of pushing society to a tipping point beyond which they actually come to prevail.” Eugene W. Holland, Nomad Citizenship: Free­Market Communism and the Slow­
Motion General Strike (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2011), 172. For more on paths to the possible see Brian Holmes, “Continental Drift: Activist Research, From Geopolitics to Geopoetics,” 
ephemera, Vol. 5, No. X (2005). Like Purcell and Holland, Elizabeth Grosz argues, “The resources for overcoming forms of domination, coercion, oppression, that is, for producing a new set of social and political relations and new values in culture, comes only from the excessive productions of the past, the virtual force that lies still immanent in but undeveloped by the present, the dislocations between past and present that make room for unpredicted futures.” Elizabeth Grosz, The Nick of Time: Politics, 
Evolution and the Untimely (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2004), 252‐53. 203 Calling for a remapping of the “borderlands between nature and culture,” Donna Haraway writes, “I want the readers to find an ‘elsewhere’ from which to envision a different and less hostile order of relationships among people, animals, technologies, and land. Like the actors in the stories that follow, I also want to set new terms for the traffic between what we have come to know historically as nature and culture.” Donna J. Haraway, Primate Visions: Gender, Race, and Nature in the World of 
Modern Science (New York: Routledge, 1989), 15. 
  66 
 
 
Figure 1.1 Geologic road sign about the Lewis Overthrust Fault at Marias Pass 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Figure 1.2 View of Summit and Little Dog Mountains in Glacier National Park from Marias Pass 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Figure 1.3 View of Chief Mountain from the Blackfeet Reservation
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Figure 1.4 (Courtesy of John Potter and the Billings Gazette) 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CHAPTER 2 
The Freedom to Roam: Mobility in Entangled Landscapes  For several years, Patagonia, the high‐end outdoor gear and clothing company based in Ventura, California, sold t‐shirts emblazoned with the slogan “Freedom to Roam.” The original t‐shirt featured a slightly modified version of the California flag with the state’s long‐extinct grizzly bear. The following year the shirt depicted a herd of antelope striding through the short grass prairie. Wrapped around the image were the words “Freedom to Roam – Path of the Pronghorn.” A life‐size paw print of a 900‐pound grizzly adorned the next iteration. The last in Patagonia’s series of Freedom to Roam t‐shirts, released in the fall of 2011, featured a stylized bison designed by Shepard Fairey's Studio Number One. Although the design of the shirts changed from year to year the message remained the same: mobility—the freedom to roam—is essential to the survival of wildlife, particularly in an era of climate change.1 In line with their commitment to support people “working on the frontlines of the environmental crisis,” Patagonia sold the Freedom to Roam t‐shirts in order to raise funds for its environmental campaign of the same name.2 “For us, it’s not charity or traditional philanthropy: it’s part of the cost of doing business,” the company stated on its website.3 Patagonia thus donated five dollars from the full‐price sale ($35) of each 100% organic cotton t‐shirt to the Freedom to Roam Coalition. Founded by Patagonia in 2007, the coalition included business, government, and conservation groups working to preserve wildlife corridors across 
                                                        1 Poet and author Barry Lopez eloquently captures the spirit of the freedom to roam in Arctic Dreams. “The lives of many animals are constrained by the schemes of men,” he wrote, “but the determination in these lives, their traditional pattern of movement, are a calming reminder of a more fundamental order.” Barry Lopez, Arctic Dreams: Imagination and Desire in a Northern Landscape (New York: Vintage Books, 2001 [1986]), 155. 2 Patagonia’s environmental campaign archives are available online. Patagonia, “Environmental Campaign Archives,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.patagonia.com/us/patagonia.go?assetid=3857. 3 Patagonia, “Environmental Grants and Support,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.patagonia.com/us/patagonia.go?assetid=2927. 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North America.4 Its goal was simple, at least in theory—to “create, restore and protect wildways or corridors between habitats so animals can survive.” These corridors—and landscape connectivity more generally—are vital “to help animals adapt to climate change,” the coalition asserted.5 The expression “freedom to roam” has itself roamed widely in recent years, becoming synonymous with the idea of landscape connectivity. Glacier National Park’s fall 2012 Visitor Guide, for example, states, “As the climate warms and plant communities change, animals need the freedom to roam in search of suitable habitat.”6 “Now, the melting glaciers of Glacier National Park signal changes in climate that may become even more pronounced in coming decades,” notes a recent report from the Wildlife Conservation Society. “Climate scientists project that there will be warmer winters and hotter summers, decreasing snowpack and earlier melting in spring, declining stream flows and warmer streams, and longer wildfire season with more severe fires. In response, animals will need room to roam as they try to track the shifting location of their habitats.”7 Despite its proliferation and consistent emphasis on the importance of mobility, the scope of freedom invoked by                                                         4 Patagonia has since shifted gears. Its current environmental campaign, “Our Common Waters,” focuses on the right to clean water for all living things. Now customers can purchase t‐shirts emblazoned with the slogan “Free The Rivers.” As before, Patagonia donates a portion of the proceeds to American Rivers, a “leading organization working to protect and restore the nation’s rivers and streams.” Today, Freedom to Roam is an initiative of the World Wildlife Fund, which focuses on two regions: the Northern Great Plains and the Eastern Himalayas. “Started by Patagonia clothing company, Freedom to Roam is an initiative of WWF that works to raise awareness about—and commitment to—protecting wildlife corridors. […] WWF works with businesses, government leaders, public and private land managers, hunters, anglers, farmers and ranchers to ensure wildlife connectivity is a part of all land and wildlife management decisions.” World Wildlife Fund, “Freedom to Roam,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://worldwildlife.org/projects/freedom‐to‐roam. 5 Patagonia, “Patagonia Environmental Activism Campaign: Freedom to Roam,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.patagonia.com/us/patagonia.go?assetid=31723. An older version of the campaign website stated, “Freedom to Roam believes that wildlife corridors and landscape connectivity provide a proven strategy for the survival of wildlife on a warming planet.” 6 Glacier National Park, National Park Service, “Glacier Visitor Guide” (Fall 2012). 7 The report continues, “The problem for these vulnerable species, of course, is that the landscape has been fractured by roads and developments—leaving few safe havens and safe passages. The challenge now is to match the spectacular beauty and wildlife treasures of the Southern Canadian Rockies with appropriate stewardship by charting new directions” (3‐4). In conclusion, the report states, “Safe havens and safe passages will provide vulnerable fish and wildlife room to roam across changing landscapes as they seek suitable environs” (118). John L. Weaver, “Safe Havens, Safe Passages for Vulnerable Fish and Wildlife: Critical Landscapes in the Southern Canadian Rockies, British Columbia and Montana,” Wildlife Conservation Society Canada Conservation Report No. 6 (Toronto, Ontario, 2013). 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the “freedom to roam” slogan remains narrowly defined in one important sense. It pertains exclusively to wildlife.  
Are We Free to Roam?  The same year Patagonia launched its Freedom to Roam campaign, the Tanganekald and Meintangk scholar Irene Watson published a provocative essay entitled “Settled and unsettled spaces: Are we free to roam?”8 Appropriating and redeploying the rhetoric of mobility, Watson interrogates the selective bestowal of the freedom to roam while also reflecting on the ideas of lawfulness and sovereignty vis‐à‐vis the legal doctrines of discovery and terra nullius in Australia. “In looking at the question of settled and unsettled spaces, who is it that is free to roam?” she asks.    What is the continuing Aboriginal connection over roamed spaces and what space do Aboriginal peoples occupy in this one‐nation Australia? To what extent is our sovereign Aboriginal being accommodated by the nation state’s sanctioned native‐titled spaces? Who am I when I stand outside native title recognition—the untitled native? Do I remain the unsettled native, left to unsettle the settled spaces of empire?9  Challenging the Australian state to account for indigenous sovereignty as it endures outside official channels of recognition, Watson adds, “Has the purported recognition given by native title rights advanced our struggle to walk the land? How                                                         8 Irene Watson, “Settled and unsettled spaces: Are we free to roam?” in Aileen Moreton‐Robinson (ed), Sovereign Subjects: Indigenous Sovereignty Matters (Crows Nest NSW: Allen & Unwin, 2007), 15‐32. Redeploying the rhetoric of mobility in a similarly provocative way, Audra Simpson considers “movements across the border as a site of consciousness construction, as transnational and transhistoric discourses that cut also through the boundaries of time and history.” Audra Simpson, “To the Reserve and Back Again: Kahnawake Mohawk Narratives of Self, Home and Nation” (PhD Diss., McGill University, Montreal, 2003), 175. 9 Watson, “Settled and unsettled spaces,” 15. In slightly different terms, Watson later asks, “Am I free to roam across my country and to sing and to live with the land of my ancestors outside the body of my Aboriginal being/community? Or will I live the life of the sovereign self only within the mind, body and spirit, and in isolation from country and community—left to the illusionary spaces of recognition within the settled colony, the sovereignty of the Aboriginal being forever a challenge to the settled spaces of the colony” (16). Watson adds, “In this colonizing process of us becoming white and white becoming Indigenous, white settlement deems itself as coming into its own legitimacy, as whites come into the space of our freedom to roam as Aboriginal peoples over our Aboriginal places and spaces” (18). 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am I, the Aborigine situated? What spaces do I, the unsettled native, have to roam? In settled native‐titled spaces? Or do we continue—as we have since the time of Cook—to dodge from the belly of genocide, resisting digestion and dilution?”10 Responding directly to Watson, Mishuana Goeman argues, “Rather than construct a healthy relationship to land and place, colonial spatial structures inhibit it by constricting Native mobilities and pathologizing mobile Native bodies.”11  Watson poses difficult but necessary questions, ones that remain largely unanswered today. In the spirit of peaceful co‐existence and substantive reconciliation, she also calls for a “meditation on discomfort.” Seeking a “safe conversational space where we can have a close encounter without our appropriation,” Watson locates the meditation in “places where the settler is made to answer these questions: what brings them to a place of lawfulness? Or how lawful is their sovereign status?”12 Watson’s essay does not speak directly to the Freedom to Roam Coalition. But it should. Nor has the coalition responded to the questions posed by Watson. But it must. Juxtaposing these divergent articulations of the freedom to roam—one emerging from landscape ecology and conservation biology and the other from indigenous political theory—sets the stage for a meditation of the sort Watson proposes.13 Opening up “unconnected connections,” the juxtaposition also shows that these articulations, though divergent, are not unrelated. 14 In this dissertation, the freedom to roam refers primarily to a form of political mobility—the freedom of maneuver within complex assemblages and                                                         10 Watson, “Settled and unsettled spaces,” 19. 11 Goeman, Mark My Words, 11‐12. Similarly, Paige Raibmon observes, “[F]or far too long, non‐Aboriginal society has seen Aboriginal mobility as an erasure rather than an enactment of attachment and entitlement to place.” Paige Raibmon, “Meanings of Mobility on the Northwest Coast,” in Ted Binnema and Susan Neylan (eds), New Histories for Old: Changing Perspectives on Canada's 
Native Pasts (Vancouver: UBC Press, 2007), 191. 12 Watson, “Settled and unsettled spaces,” 18, 30. 13 The role of the critic as described by Bruno Latour is compatible with Watson’s meditation. “The critic is not the one who debunks, but the one who assembles. The critic is not the one who lifts the rugs from under the feet of the naive believers,” Latour argues, “but the one who offers the participants arenas in which to gather. The critic is not the one who alternates haphazardly between antifetishism and positivism like the drunk iconoclast drawn by Goya, but the one for whom, if something is constructed, then it means it is fragile and thus in great need of care and caution.” Latour, “Why Has Critique Run out of Steam?,” 246. 14 Sparke, In the Space of Theory, xvi. 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entangled landscapes; the freedom to assert politicized (and collective) identities and “indigenous political difference” within these spatial constellations.15 And it refers to the freedom to participate, robustly, in the politics of connectivity—to cultivate existing relations and also to establish new ones. In short, the freedom to roam speaks to the need for a capacious political imagination. Freedom’s tenor is thus similar to that which Watson articulates. The freedom to roam, here, also evokes Bruno Latour’s claim about mobility in We Have Never Been Modern. “Modernism—like its anti‐ and post‐modern corollaries—was only the provisional result of a selection made by a small number of agents in the name of all,” Latour argues. “If there are more of us who regain the capacity to do our own sorting of the elements that belong to our time, we will rediscover the freedom of movement that modernism denied us—a freedom that, in fact, we have never really lost.”16 Although he is referring specifically to the sorting of time, the freedom of movement—particularly if we recall Chief Mountain’s invitation—can be applied more broadly to temporal and spatial relations.  As a form of political mobility, affirming the freedom to roam in the dialectical landscape clearly has analytical consequences. David Harvey, for example, calls for the preservation and continuous expansion of dialectical tensions. Connectivity is the key to preserving these constructive tensions. “It is only when relationality connects to the absolute spaces and times of social and material life that politics comes alive,” he insists. “To neglect that connectivity is to court political irrelevance.”17 Just as Harvey advocates for a right to the city, the freedom to roam, as deployed in this dissertation, promotes a right to connectivity. “The white                                                         15 Elizabeth Strakosch and Alissa Macoun, “The vanishing endpoint of settler colonialism,” Arena 
Journal, No. 37/38 (2012), 45. 16 Bruno Latour, We Have Never Been Modern (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1993), 76. Cited in William Walters, “’The End of the Passing Past’: Towards a Polytemporal Policy Studies,” in G. Marston and C. McDonald (eds), Reframing Social Policy: A Governmental Approach (London: Edward Elgar, 2006), 167‐186. 17 Harvey, Spaces of Global Capitalism, 148. Harvey argues, “theoretical work […] invariably and necessarily entails at the very minimum moving dialectically across all points within the matrix and then beyond.” Referencing a “matrix of spatialities” he developed in order to elucidate Henri Lefebvre’s theories about the production of space, Harvey continues, “The more we move the greater the depth and range of our understandings. There are no discrete and closed boxes in this system. The dialectical tensions must not only be kept intact. They must be continuously expanded” (146). 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concept of property and boundaries,” historian Kenneth Ross Toole argues, “was anathema to the very basis of Indian existence—the right to follow the buffalo wherever they went, the right to roam for their livelihood.”18 In this historical context, Patagonia’s Freedom to Roam t‐shirts, particularly the ones featuring Shepard Fairey's stylized bison, take on a profoundly different meaning. While the previous one examined the politics of connectivity in general, this chapter focuses specifically on questions about mobility in entangled landscapes, a key aspect of the larger politics of connectivity. It considers physical mobility in relation to new conservation geographies but also political and imaginative mobility. The first of five sections revisits the history of Indian reservations and national parks, which emerged simultaneously as new kinds of space in the late‐nineteenth century. It focuses in particular on the use of island metaphors to describe both reservations and parks, questioning assumptions about mobility encoded in this discourse. Although they emerged at roughly the same time, the trajectories of reservations and parks have diverged over the course of the twentieth century. The second section examines the transformations in ecological theory and practice that fueled this divergence. It also highlights new conservation geographies such as the Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative (Y2Y), which promote connectivity on large scales. The third section focuses on the politics, or lack thereof, embedded in these new conservation geographies. By disavowing certain connections while recognizing others, landscape‐scale conservation projects produce “connective dissonance,” which is particularly acute in relation to the politics of indigeneity. This section thus stresses the need to cultivate more robust political imaginations in addition to imaginative geographies. The fourth section considers how indigenous perspectives are incorporated in the planning and implementation of new conservation geographies. It calls attention to the tendency on the part of conservation organizations to incorporate social difference without social consequences—often framing indigeneity as a best practice. The concluding section explains the trouble with connectivity, which, like the trouble with                                                         18 Kenneth Ross Toole, Montana: An Uncommon Land (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1959), 115‐116. 
  76 
wilderness, is partly due to a failure to recognize colonization as both a historical event and an enduring structure. Reviewing the effects of “islandization” on indigenous political difference, this section argues that a robust politics of connectivity and the freedom to roam are essential to processes of decolonization.  
Islands of Wildness & Wilderness  Islands have long served as potent metaphors for isolation. In Dispossessing the 
Wilderness: Indian Removal and the Making of the National Parks, environmental historian Mark David Spence examines the simultaneous development of national parks and Indian reservations—islands of wilderness and wildness—in the years following the Civil War.19 “[U]ninhabited wilderness had to be created before it could be preserved,” Spence argues, “and this type of landscape became reified in the first national parks.”20 (Figure 2.1) By implication, then, inhabited reservations also had to be created before uninhabited parks could be preserved.21 Indians and wilderness, Spence demonstrates, were inseparable in the imagination of most Americans prior to the Civil War—a compatibility exemplified by George Catlin’s romantic vision of an “Indian wilderness.” After the war, however, a new consensus emerged in which Indians and wilderness were seen to be mutually exclusive, occupying “separate islands of the mind.”22 These cognitive islands were soon materialized in the form of national parks and Indian reservations.23 Citing John Neihardt’s popular book, Black Elk Speaks, Spence writes,                                                         19 Mark David Spence, Dispossessing the Wilderness: Indian Removal and the Making of the National 
Parks (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999). 20 Spence, Dispossessing the Wilderness, 4. 21 In 1874, for example, Commissioner of Indian Affairs Francis Amasa Walker argued, “The reservation system should be made the general and permanent policy of the government.” Francis Amasa Walker, The Indian Question (Boston: James R. Osgood and Company, 1874), 62. 22 Spence, Dispossessing the Wilderness, 37. Spence writes, “Antebellum Americans did not conceive of wilderness and Indians as separate; indeed, the felicity with which we can speak of one and the other, wilderness and Indians, would not have been so readily conceivable in Catlin’s age. Since the colonial era, Anglo‐American conceptions of native peoples and wilderness had operated within the framework of a self‐reciprocating maxim: forests were wild because Indians and beasts lived there, and Indians were wild because they lived in the forests” (10). 23 Regarding the evolution of the reservation system, Richard White writes, “To a remarkable degree, the policy that followed the demise of a permanent Indian country was an improvisation. American 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“As Black Elk observed, the Americans had ‘made little islands for us and other little islands for the four‐leggeds,’ and every year the two were moving farther and farther apart. In short Black Elk understood all too well that wilderness preservation went hand in hand with native dispossession.”24 According to Pauline Wakeham this separation actually signaled a growing bond between the federal government’s programs of “nature management” and “native management.”25 By the mid‐nineteenth century island rhetoric was pervasive and it facilitated the consolidation of colonial control. In some cases, islands were invoked not as metaphors but as real places that offered practical solutions to the “Indian problem.” Certain politicians advocated that Indians be relocated, literally, to islands throughout the United States: specifically, Isle Royale in Lake Superior, Angel Island in San Francisco Bay, and Santa Cruz or Santa Catalina off the California coast.26 However, as Brian Dippie notes, “To their detractors, reservations were already islands—islands of barbarism in the sea of American civilization.”27 Even when the term “island” was not used, its effect—isolation and concentration—was implied. At the turn of the twentieth century, most Americans, according to Philip Deloria, believed that Indians were “corralled on isolated and impoverished reservations,” and as a result “missed out on modernity—indeed, 
                                                        officials, in attempting to halt conflict between Indians and whites, prevent expensive wars, and open up lands to white settlement, created reservations the way survivors of a shipwreck might fashion a raft from the debris of the sunken vessel. Reservations evolved on an ad hoc basis as a way to prevent conflict and enforce a separation of the races” (91). Later, White argues, “The reservation system grew like Frankenstein’s monster, bolted together from the corpse of the older hope for a permanent Indian territory west of the Missouri” (92). Richard White, “It’s Your Misfortune and None 
of My Own”: A History of the American West (Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 1991).  24 Spence, Dispossessing the Wilderness, 3. Black Elk stated, “Once we were happy in our own country and we were seldom hungry, for then the two‐leggeds and the four‐leggeds lived together like relatives, and there was plenty for them and for us. But the Wasichus came, and they made little islands for us and other little islands for the four‐leggeds, and always these islands are becoming smaller, for around them surges the gnawing flood of the Wasichu; and it is dirty with lies and greed.” John G. Neihardt, Black Elk Speaks (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1988 [1932]), 9. 25 Pauline Wakeham, Taxidermic Signs: Reconstructing Aboriginality (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2008), 58. 26 Brian W. Dippie, The Vanishing American: White Attitudes and U.S. Indian Policy (Middletown, CT: Wesleyan University Press, 1982), 149. See also W. M. Ryer, Islands as Indian Reservations (San Francisco: John H. Carmany, 1870). 27 Dippie, The Vanishing American, 150. 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almost dropped out of history itself.”28 This effect, moreover, was encoded in federal Indian policy. In response to President Ulysses S. Grant’s so‐called “Peace Policy” of 1871, the Bureau of Indian Affairs implemented a “pass system,” which quite literally corralled Indians on reservations, requiring they get permission or military escort to leave.29 “The pass system […] was developed and effectively operated to imprison Natives on their respective reservations,” argues Luana Ross.30 “Removal, separation, and isolation of western Indians to reservations represented longstanding federal policies,” writes historian William Farr, “but actual confinement to reservations as a government policy had not been seriously contemplated in the years before the Civil War.”31 A few years prior to implementation, Samuel Bowles, a loquacious advocate of the pass system, wrote matter‐of‐factly,   Let us say to him, you are our ward, our child, the victim of our destiny, ours to displace, ours also to protect. We want your hunting‐grounds to dig gold from, to raise grain on, and you must ‘move on.’ Here is a home for you, more limited than you have had; hither you must go, here you must stay; in place of your game, we will give you horses, cattle and sheep and grain; do what you can to multiply them and support yourselves; for the rest, it is our business to keep you from starving. You must not leave this home we have assigned you; the white man must not come hither; we will keep you in and him out; when the march of our empire demands this reservation of yours, we will 
                                                        28 Philip J. Deloria, Indians in Unexpected Places (Lawrence: University of Kansas Press, 2004), 6. 29 Dippie, The Vanishing American, 144‐46. For more on the pass system see Ronald Takaki, Iron 
Cages: Race and Culture in 19th­Century America (New York: Oxford University Press, 1990), 186‐88. For its application in Montana see Luana Ross, Inventing the Savage: The Social Construction of Native 
American Criminality (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1998), 37‐38; William E. Farr, “Going to Buffalo: Indian Hunting Migrations across the Rocky Mountains: Part 1, Making Meat and Taking Robes,” Montana: The Magazine of Western History, Vol. 53, No. 4 (Winter, 2003), 2‐21; William E. Farr, “Going to Buffalo: Indian Hunting Migrations across the Rocky Mountains: Part 2, Civilian Permits, Army Escorts,” Montana: The Magazine of Western History, Vol. 54, No. 1 (Spring, 2004), 26‐43; William E. Farr, “The End of Freedom: The Military Removal of the Blackfeet and Reservation Confinement, 1880,” Montana: The Magazine of Western History, Vol. 62, No. 2 (Summer, 2012), 3‐23; William E. Farr, Blackfoot Redemption: A Blood Indian’s Story of Murder, Confinement, and Imperfect 
Justice (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 2012). 30 “For those Natives in Montana who did not comply,” Ross continues, “laws of vagrancy were implemented…” Ross, Inventing the Savage, 38. 31 Farr, “The End of Freedom,” 5. 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assign you another; but so long as we choose, this is your home, your prison, your playground.32   According to Bowles, General William Tecumseh Sherman, who first recommended a permit system in 1868, captured the essence of the federal government’s “new and necessary policy” when he stated, “Peace and protection to the Indians upon the reservations; war and extermination if found off from them.”33 Commissioner of Indian Affairs Francis Amasa Walker offered a detailed explanation of an enhanced pass system in his book, The Indian Question, first published in 1874.34 More sympathetic than many of his colleagues, Walker believed that Indians should be remunerated for forfeiting their freedom to roam. “The necessities of civilization may justify a somewhat summary treatment of his rights, but cannot justify a confiscation of them,” Walker acknowledged. Therefore, he claimed, “Every tribe and band that is deprived of its roaming privilege and confined to a ‘diminished reservation’ is clearly entitled to compensation.”35                                                          32 Samuel Bowles, The Switzerland of America: A Summer Vacation in the Parks and Mountains of 
Colorado (Springfield: Samuel Bowles & Company, 1869), 124‐25. In 1922, Earle Gage also described Glacier National Park as a playground. “Above everything else [Glacier National Park] is a summer playground for the American people,” he wrote, “appealing to that human emotion so aptly expressed by Jack London in ‘The Call of the Wild.’” Earle W. Gage, “Where Are You Going on Your Vacation? One Suggestion Is Glacier National Park,” Illustrated World, Vol. 37, No. 4 (June 1922), 554. 33 Bowles, The Switzerland of America, 127. See also Farr, “Going to Buffalo, Part 2,” 30‐31. 34 “Indians should not be permitted to abandon their tribal relations, and leave their reservations to mingle with the whites, except upon express authority of law,” Walker asserted emphatically. “We mean by this something more than that a ‘pass system’ should be created for every tribe under the control of the government, to prevent individual Indians from straying away for an occasional debauch at the settlements. It is essential that the right of the authorities to keep members of any tribe upon the reservation assigned to them, and to arrest and return such as may from time to time wander away and seek to ally themselves with the whites, should be definitely established, and the proper forms and methods of procedure in such cases be fixed and prescribed by law. Without this, whenever these people become restive under compulsion to labor, they will break away in their old roving spirit, and stray off in small bands to neighboring communities. No policy of industrial education and restraint can be devised to meet the strong hereditary disinclination of the Indian to labor and to frugality which will not, in its first course, tend to make him dissatisfied and rebellious. Nothing but the knowledge that he must stay on his reservation, and do all that is there prescribed for him; that he will not be permitted to throw off his connection with his people, and stray away to meet his own fate, unprovided, uninstructed, and unrestrained, —will, under any adequate system of moral and industrial correction and education, prevent a general breaking‐up of Indian communities, and the formation of Indian gypsy‐camps all over the frontier States and Territories, to be sores upon the public body, and an intolerable affliction to the future society of those communities.” Walker, The 
Indian Question, 78‐79. Walker also called for the “exercise of disciplinary control by their agents over the movements of wandering parties” (96‐97). 35 Walker, The Indian Question, 81‐82. 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Granville Stuart, a prominent Montana rancher, was less forgiving than Walker. In 1881, he circulated a petition among his fellow stockgrowers in Meagher and Choteau counties characterizing the Indians “rambling about among us” as “an evil too great to be quietly borne.”36 Addressed to Secretary of the Interior Samuel J. Kirkwood, the petition stated, “Our experience during the last nine months has demonstrated that stock raising can not be successfully carried on if Indians are allowed to roam over the ranges, and our ruin must speedily follow.” In conclusion, Stuart complained, “All these Indians have large reservations set apart for their sole use and benefit, and it is a rank injustice to the whites, and a positive injury to the Indians, to allow them to roam uncontrolled over this territory.”37 By the turn of the century the situation had changed dramatically, much to the liking of Stuart and his fellow stockgrowers. “The wild Indian exists no longer,” declared George Bird Grinnell in 1899. “The plains Indian on the reservation of to‐day is a ‘reconcentrado,’ taken from his old home and shut up within narrow limits beyond which he may not pass.”38 In contrast to the sedentary Indian of today, the “wild Indian” of yesterday was a “nomad” and a “free wanderer.”39 In a subsequent article for Atlantic Monthly, Grinnell compared the present‐day Indians with prisoners: “They were like men sentenced to life imprisonment, with blank walls all about them—walls which they could never hope to pass.”40 In 1911, Grinnell once again contrasted the new realities epitomized by the pass system with a relatively unencumbered past. “The boundless prairie was his to travel over in what direction and for what distance he pleased,” wrote Grinnell in a chapter on reservation life in his book The Indians of To­day. “Everywhere he enjoyed the utmost measure of                                                         36 Farr, “Going to Buffalo, Part 2,” 41. Stuart’s petition was first published in the Fort Benton River 
Press on April 27, 1881. 37 Grace Stone Coates, “Indians Stole Much Livestock,” Philipsburg Mail (September 9, 1932). The petition also declared, “None of these Indians have a shadow of right to be camping at will upon [land surveyed by the government and now open for settlement], to the great injury of peaceable, law‐abiding citizens.” 38 George Bird Grinnell, “The Wild Indian,” Atlantic Monthly (January 1899), 20. Grinnell later wrote, “Thus little by little the Indians were collected on reservations; the wild West began to be settled, and of a sudden was wild no longer. The Indian ceased to wander. He had ceased to wander, but he has not forgotten” (29). 39 Grinnell, “The Wild Indian,” 28. 40 George Bird Grinnell, “The Indian on the Reservation,” Atlantic Monthly (February 1899), 255. 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individual freedom.” However, he noted somberly, “Things are very different now.”41 Grinnell indicated that even if he could “escape,” an Indian would have nowhere to go since the land was “bare of game,” yet “full of white men” who would “throw him into jail, or do some other evil thing to him.” “The confinement of a reservation is hard to bear, and its monotony makes it more so,” Grinnell concluded. “In the old days there was always something going on; now nothing happens.”42 Reflecting on the legacy of the pass system, particularly as it impacted the Blackfeet, William Farr argues, “For the Blackfeet, confinement, combined with inadequate government rations, meant losing once and for all their self‐reliance and political independence.”43 Thus, according to Farr, “confinement and its enervating loss of mobility and freedom” was “the signal event in Blackfeet history.”44 In 1949, literary critic Leslie Fiedler described the Indian as “despised and outcast in his open‐air ghettos.”45 In response, historian Kenneth Ross Toole                                                         41 Grinnell continued, “There are limits—bounds which he may not pass. War journeys are now unknown, but if he desires to pay a visit to some tribe with which he is on friendly terms, he is no longer free to pack his horses and wander away to be gone as long as may suit his pleasure. He must ask permission, he must get a pass from the agent—one of those hated and mysterious bits of paper, which tells to the white men to whom he shows it, some story that he does not understand, and which, he suspects, reveals to them all the secrets of his life—a paper which he yet respects and fears for its hidden power. I shall not forget the awed manner in which a man once told of how a drunken and rowdy cowboy, to whom he showed his pass, threw it on the ground after reading it, and then shot a hole through it with his revolver. On the reservation the old Indian feels himself a prisoner; the restrictions are extremely irksome, and, like a prisoner, he longs to escape. For all his life, until these new conditions arose, he had been free to go where he liked, to wander according to his will, to hunt as he pleased. Now he can do none of these. He might easily escape from the agency, but where could he go? The country is bare of game, and he could obtain no food; it is full of white men, one of whom he fears might ask for his pass, and, if he could not produce it, might take him prisoner and throw him into jail, or do some other evil thing to him, which he dreads the more because he does not know what it might be…” George Bird Grinnell, The Indians of To­day (New York: Duffield & Company, 1911), 353‐54. 42 Grinnell, The Indians of To­day, 356. 43 Farr, “The End of Freedom,” 4. “Confinement to the reservation was never as easy or complete as desired,” Farr notes. “But whatever the exceptions or however selective the enforcement, the reservation boundaries regulated and restrained the Blackfeet both physically and mentally. […] Without ‘liberty of motion,’ the Piegans had no way to provide for themselves, to be independent, to be the Niitzitapi that they had been” (22).  44 Farr writes, “Although the Starvation Winter [of 1883‐84] seemed to subsequent generations of both Blackfeet and other Montanans to be the signal event in Blackfeet history, upon closer inspection, the change that had the largest impact on their cultural lives was confinement and its enervating loss of mobility and freedom—and this began with the removal of the Blackfeet from the Judith Basin in 1880.” Farr, “The End of Freedom,” 22‐23. 45 Fiedler writes, “There is, of course, no easy solution to the Indian problem; but so long as the Montanan fails to come to terms with the Indian, despised and outcast in his open‐air ghettos, just so 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countered, “The reservation, although called ‘open air ghettoes’ by a recent critic of Montana’s reservations, still provide the Indian with a sense of belonging and security he cannot find elsewhere. The majority do not like to leave them for long.”46 A similar sentiment, albeit more nuanced, was conveyed in the 1972 Blackfeet 
Comprehensive Plan. “The Blackfeet people have undergone a long history of struggle to maintain a separate identity against a dominant and numerically larger society,” the plan states. “The reservation is the end result, or perhaps the last stand, from which we can retreat no farther. As is true of other Indian Reservations, we have been set apart and isolated from the mainstream of American life. This isolation has also been an advantage in that it has preserved to some extent our land base, without which we could not retain our Indian heritage.”47 Contradicting Grinnell, the Comprehensive Plan clearly indicates that there was still “something going on.” Although their freedom to roam and “liberty of motion” was restricted, it was not extinguished. In spite of their isolation the Blackfeet nevertheless retained (and exercised) a measure of political mobility within the limited space of the reservation.48 As Paige Raibmon notes, “Aboriginal mobility became a marker of both colonial oppression and Indigenous resistance.”49                                                          long will he be incapable of coming to terms with his own real past, of making the adjustment between myth and reality upon which a successful culture depends. When he admits that the Noble Savage is a lie; when he has learned that his state is where the myth comes to die (it is here, one is reminded, that the original of Huck Finn ended his days, a respected citizen), the Montanan may find the possibilities of tragedy and poetry for which so far he has searched his life in vain.” Leslie A. Fiedler, “Montana; or The End of Jean‐Jacques Rousseau,” Partisan Review (December 1949). 46 Toole, Montana: An Uncommon Land, 137. 47 The report continued, “The desire of our people is to provide a better standard of living and to improve our socio‐economic conditions while retaining and consolidating the Blackfeet Indian Reservation.” Blackfeet Tribal Business Council, Blackfeet Planning Commission and Environmental Concern, Inc., Consultants, Spokane, Washington, Blackfeet Comprehensive Plan (December 1972), 1, GNPRL. 48 Philip Deloria writes, “This new [reservation] space, a hybrid landscape, both constrained Native people and created new senses of Indian selfhood, which were, in turn, attuned to new forms of resistance.” Deloria, Indians in Unexpected Places, 27. See also Frederick E. Hoxie, “From Prison to Homeland: The Cheyenne River Indian Reservation Before World War I,” in Peter Iverson (ed), The 
Plains Indians of the Twentieth Century (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1985), 55‐75. 49 Raibmon, “Meanings of Mobility on the Northwest Coast,” 175. Shifting the focus to resistance evokes Watson’s notion of the “unsettled native,” who is “left to unsettle the settled spaces of empire.” It also calls attention to a pervasive “refusal to recognize,” which, in the words of Audra Simpson, “involves using one’s territory in a manner that is historically and philosophically consistent with what one knows.” These acts of refusal fuel the evolution of a disciplinary apparatus designed to control indigenous (political) mobility. “Such refusals, or failures to consent,” Simpson 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Nineteenth‐century island rhetoric was not limited to reservations; nor were concerns about mobility restricted to Indians. The rhetoric extended to parks and nature preserves as well. In 1902, for example, novelist Hamlin Garland maintained, like Toole, “The reservation is still an ‘isle of safety’ to the […] tribes.”50 Just a few years later, Enos Mills proclaimed, “A National Park is an island of safety in this riotous world.”51 “Indeed,” assert Joseph Sax and Robert Keiter, “the island is one of the most familiar metaphors for the national parks: islands of preservation, of beauty, and of solitude.”52 In his seminal essay about popular conceptions of American wilderness, “The Trouble with Wilderness,” William Cronon argues, “It is an island in the polluted sea of urban‐industrial modernity, the one place we can turn for escape from our own too‐muchness.”53 Citing a comment by Edward Allen in 1913, Mark Spence observes, “Glacier [National Park] seemed to preserve a place and a time when ‘the Indians knew not the restrictions of the reservation.’”54 Spence’s remark, in particular, reveals how reservations and parks—two seemingly distinct types of produced space—were (and still are) in fact intimately intertwined. If reservations and parks can both be characterized as islands, then they must also occupy the same archipelago, for they are products of many of the same structural forces. As discussed in the sixth chapter on the politics of commemoration, the establishment of Glacier National Park in 1910 coincided with the implementation of the Allotment Act and Homestead Act on the nearby Flathead Reservation, which                                                         continues, “require a legal response to contain the refusers, a move that then incites settler anxiety about the containabilty of Indian bodies and practices.” Audra Simpson, “Subjects of Sovereignty: Indigeneity, the Revenue Rule, and Juridics of Failed Consent,” Law & Contemporary Problems, Vol. 71, No. 3 (2008), 195‐96. 50 Hamlin Garland, “The Red Man’s Present Needs,” The North American Review, Vol. 174, No. 545 (April 1902), 487. Cited in Dippie, The Vanishing American, 182. 51 Enos Abijah Mills and Laurence Frederick Schmeckebier, Your National Parks (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1917), 379. 52 Joseph L. Sax and Robert B. Keiter, “Glacier National Park and Its Neighbors: A Study of Federal Interagency Relations,” Ecology Law Quarterly, Vol. 14, No. 207 (1987), 209. 53 William Cronon, “The Trouble with Wilderness; or, Getting Back to the Wrong Nature,” in William Cronon (ed), Uncommon Ground: Rethinking the Human Place in Nature (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1996), 69. Similarly, journalist Timothy Egan claims, “The parks, once called ‘islands of hope,’ have become true islands: scenic outposts of another America surrounded by a sea of civilization.” Timothy Egan, “National Parks: An Endangered Species,” New York Times (May 27, 1991). 54 Spence, Dispossessing the Wilderness, 86. See also Edward Frank Allen, “The Greatness of Glacier National Park,” Travel 20 (1913), 9‐11. 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opened it to white settlement. Many of the same settlers who protested the federal takeover of land that would become the park simultaneously agitated for federal intervention to open the reservation. As virtual islands, reservations and parks were (and still are) subject to many of the same pressures. If at times it seemed impossible to contain the “old roving spirit” of Indians and to prevent the formation of “gypsy‐camps” through federal policies such as the pass system, suppressing the roving spirit of wildlife would prove equally challenging. In The Hunter's Game, for example, environmental historian Louis Warren offers ample evidence of the futility of trying to constrain animals within administrative boundaries that were often quite arbitrary. “Migrating elk herds were an annoying reminder of the continuing biological connection between park and reservation, a kind of bridge spanning the park boundary and drawing conservationists and Indians into constant standoffs,” Warren writes.55 In other words, the task of reconciling political boundaries (i.e. the park border) with ecological boundaries (i.e. the winter limits of elk range) is vexing.56 Whereas previously, “the army in the District of Montana attempted to lessen the tensions between friendly Indians and territorial interests by controlling the geographical mobility of Indians,” as William Farr suggests, after Glacier’s establishment in 1910 the park service increasingly filled this role.57 In this case, however, wildlife management would serve as the primary means of controlling Indian behavior. Thus, in seeking to control the geographical mobility of wildlife, the                                                         55 Louis S. Warren, The Hunter's Game: Poachers and Conservationists in Twentieth­Century America (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1997), 129. Reflecting on changes in thinking about park management in the 1970s, Harvey Locke writes, “Parks with straight‐line boundaries were increasingly viewed as insufficient to protect species that moved in and out of them to reach their seasonal ranges.” Harvey Locke, “Transboundary Cooperation to Achieve Wilderness Protection and Large Landscape Conservation,” Park Science, Vol. 28, No. 3 (Winter 2011‐12), 25. 56 Warren concludes, “Implicit in concerns about ticks, sheep scab, and nomadic elk was the essential fact of the land’s uncontrollability—the unwillingness of natural organisms to respond to official necessity. Although their preferred method of dealing with the issue on the park’s east side was to seek ways of controlling Indian behavior, the conservationist’s problem was one of controlling local ecosystems, or—as superintendent Eakin realized—making the political boundaries of the national park correspond to the ecological limits of the elk range.” Warren, The Hunter's Game, 144.  57 William Farr argues that a permit and escort system prevailed in Montana, as opposed to a strategy of outright confinement. “The result was that confinement to reservations, in spite of national Indian policy, was not enforced in Montana with the same standards or zeal as elsewhere,” he writes. Farr, “Going to Buffalo, Part 2,” 42. 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park service continued to influence the mobility of Indians, both physically and politically.  If Indian reservations and national parks emerged at roughly the same time, as Spence argues, their trajectories have diverged, I suggest, over the course of the twentieth century. A recent editorial in the journal Nature states, “Yellowstone remains the archetype for the park as an island in space and time, walled‐off from changes to the land around it. But any park scientist or manager will tell you that to freeze a park in time is an unattainable ideal. And for better or worse, parks cannot be completely isolated in space either.”58 Whereas parks have gradually thawed over the past century—with their temporal and spatial boundaries becoming increasingly fluid—Indian reservations have largely remained frozen in time and space.59 However, as intertwined spaces, occupying the same archipelago, the relative permeability of park borders is partly contingent on the sustained impermeability of reservation borders. The divergence of reservations and parks is partly a matter of scale, specifically, a shifting consensus about the appropriate size of the respective spaces. Characterizing national parks in 1917 as “a fountain of life,” Enos Mills concluded, “Without parks and outdoor life all that is best in civilization will be smothered. To save ourselves, to prevent our perishing, to enable us to live at our best and happiest, parks are necessary. Within National Parks is room—glorious room—room in which to find ourselves, in which to think and hope, to dream and plan, to rest and resolve.”60 Over the course of the twentieth century, however, it became increasingly clear that there was not nearly enough room in the parks. In contrast, many believed—and some still believe—that reservations contain too much room,                                                         58 Editorial, “Think big,” Nature, Vol. 469, No. 7329 (January 2011), 131. The editorial opens with a bit of historical context. “In 1882, the US conservationist George Bird Grinnell wrote about humans invading natural habitats as ‘the tide of immigration’ that was then sweeping across the American West. ‘There is one spot left, a single rock about which this tide will break, and past which it will sweep, leaving it undefiled by the unsightly traces of civilization.’ That rock was Yellowstone National Park, then just ten years old. Thanks in large part to the success of Yellowstone, this rocks‐in‐the‐tide or ‘protected area’ model has been adopted worldwide.” 59 Within the context of climate change, parks such as Glacier have literally thawed over the past century. 60 Mills and Schmeckebier, Your National Parks, 379. 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that they occupy too much land, which might otherwise be put to better use.61 Concerns about excessive reservation space and surplus land figured prominently in historical debates about allotment and termination. In his 1917 biography of James J. Hill, President of the Great Northern Railway Company, for example, Joseph Gilpin Pyle wrote, “The appearance of a reservation as an obstacle to railroad construction seems now to belong to a past so distant that it is hard to realize what delay, uncertainty, and expense, in the earlier opening of the country, were attributable to this cause, and how great enterprises could be hung up for years at the boundary of a desolate and unused Indian preserve.”62  In many ways reservations are still tethered to “a past so distant,” whereas parks are increasingly linked to a future so near, particularly among advocates of landscape connectivity. To outsiders, in other words, reservations remain “anachronistic spaces,” which Anne McClintock describes as “prehistoric, atavistic and irrational, inherently out of place in the historical time of modernity.”63 If reservations “exist in a permanently anterior time,” as McClintock suggests, they are also suspended in “a past tense lament,” in the words of Jodi Byrd, “that forecloses futurity.”64 On the other hand, parks are not only considered contemporary spaces—still one of “America’s best ideas”—but also the essential core of new 
                                                        61 In addition, reservations have been associated with other forms of surplus. Anthropologist Nicholas De Genova, for example, notes, “The alterity of Native Americans was always saturated with an excess of ‘culture,’ figured as an inscrutable foreignness impervious, if not actively hostile, to any prospect of ‘assimilation.’” Nicholas De Genova (ed), Racial Transformations: Latinos and Asians 
Remaking the United States (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2006), 5. 62 Joseph Gilpin Pyle, The life of James J. Hill, Volume 1 (1917), 385‐87.  63 Anne McClintock, Imperial Leather: Race, Gender and Sexuality in the Colonial Contest (New York: Routledge, 1995), 40. See also Thomas Biolsi, “Imagined Geographies: Sovereignty, Indigenous Space, and American Indian Struggle,” American Ethnologist, Vol. 32, No. 2 (2005), 239‐259. 64 McClintock writes, “Since indigenous peoples are not supposed to be spatially there—for the lands are ‘empty’—they are symbolically displaced onto what I call anachronistic space, a trope that gathered full administrative authority as a technology of surveillance in the late Victorian era. According to this trope, colonized people—like women and the working class in the metropolis—do not inhabit history proper but exist in a permanently anterior time within the geographic space of the modern empire as anachronistic humans, atavistic, irrational, bereft of human agency—the living embodiment of the archaic ‘primitive.’” McClintock, Imperial Leather, 30. Similarly, Jodi Byrd writes, “U.S. empire discursively and juridically figures American Indian lives as ungrievable in a past tense lament that forecloses futurity.” Byrd, The Transit of Empire, xxxv. 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conservation geographies in the making.65 In recent years the gap between ecological theory and practice has narrowed. In other words, the spatial form of new conservation geographies increasingly aligns with new understandings of ecological processes. In contrast, the gap between new articulations of indigenous political difference and nostalgic expectations of cultural authenticity remains extensive.66 Within this context, Byrd’s reflections on “traversing a sea of islands” are both poignant and germane.   There is a world of difference between seeing American Indian nations as islands of reservations within and belonging to the United States and understanding the ways in which our nations articulate a network of relationships that provide the basis for kinship sovereignties and diplomacies as traditional governance and as strategy in the face of encroaching formal colonialism.67   
Transformations in Ecological Theory and Practice  “The essence of Glacier National Park is that it is a spiritual as well as a natural landmark in the relationship between man and his environment.” This somewhat ambiguous statement appeared in the Final Environmental Statement of Glacier National Park’s 1976 Master Plan. “It is a dynamic equilibrium of the ecosystems that are not modified by man and his works,” the statement continued. “As each year passes, Glacier will become more valuable as an island of wilderness serenity in an era of environmental crisis. Use by man is non‐consumptive.”68 The park has since                                                         65 This sentiment was boldly reflected in the title of Ken Burns’ recent six‐part documentary film, “The National Parks: America’s Best Idea,” commissioned by the National Park Service in advance of its 100th anniversary in 2016. 66 In Indians in Unexpected Places, Philip Deloria uses the notion of “expectation” as “shorthand for the dense economies of meaning, representation, and act that have inflected both American culture writ large and individuals, both Indian and non‐Indian.” In turn, he examines how expectations reflect and reproduce “the colonial and imperial relations of power and domination existing between Indian people and the United States.” Arguing that expectations and anomalies are mutually constitutive, Deloria encourages his readers to “distinguish between anomalous, which reinforces expectations, and the unexpected, which resists categorization and, thereby, questions expectation itself.” Deloria, Indians in Unexpected Places, 11. 67 Byrd, The Transit of Empire, 177. 68 This statement appeared in a section of the plan entitled, “The relationship between short‐term uses of man’s environment and the maintenance of long‐term productivity.” Glacier National Park, 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renounced its status as an island of wilderness serenity—recognizing that ecosystems are modified, use is consumptive, and isolation is in fact a liability in an era of environmental crisis. Today, visitors to the International Peace Park Pavilion in Waterton Lakes National Park encounter an interpretive sign that asserts in no uncertain terms, “The Peace Park is not an island.” Focusing on “Community Connections,” this particular sign goes on to explain how “activities on neighboring lands affect and are affected by the Peace Park.”    The Peace Park is a protected core within a larger regional ecosystem known as the Crown of the Continent. Managing the park within this larger ecosystem requires nurturing positive relationships and working with neighbours, surrounding communities and interest groups. Many individuals and organizations are involved in caring for the natural resources in the Crown.69   Ecological theory and practice, as these examples suggest, has undergone a fundamental transformation over the past three decades. In 1999, for example, prominent conservation biologists Michael E. Soulé and John Terborgh noted, “a transformation in conservation philosophy is occurring.”70 In response to a growing biodiversity crisis, ecologists began to question basic assumptions about the appropriate scale of conservation planning and implementation. And the accepted idea of “an island of wilderness serenity” came under scrutiny.71 Scientists gradually recognized, in other words, that a patchwork of fragmented and isolated parks or nature preserves was insufficient for preserving biodiversity.72 The island strategy,                                                         
Final Environmental Statement, Master Plan, Glacier National Park, Montana (Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 1976), 49.  69 “Community Connections,” interpretive sign at the International Peace Park Pavilion, Waterton Lakes National Park, Alberta. 70 Michael E. Soulé and John Terborgh, “Conserving Nature at Regional and Continental Scales: A Scientific Program for North America,” BioScience, Vol. 49, No. 10 (October 1999), 809. 71 Harvey Locke, for example, cites a seminal paper by William Newmark, published in 1987, which “showed that even America’s largest national parks were islands of extinction that lost species over time and succumbed to the same ecological pressures that impact species on islands.” Locke, “Transboundary Cooperation,” 25. See also William D. Newmark, “A land bridge island perspective on mammalian extinctions in western North American national parks,” Nature 325 (1987), 430–432. 72 “[C]onservation efforts are still relatively local, emphasizing islandlike preserves; the implicit premise is that biotic diversity can persist in isolated habitat reserves,” Soulé and Terborgh write. “Although ecologists recognize the long‐term instability of islandlike wildlands, this strategy has 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according to Soulé and Terborgh, “is inadequate to the formidable challenge of conserving most living species into the next millennium.”73 In conclusion, they argue that “bigness” and “connectivity” are the key (and heretofore missing) ingredients for successful biodiversity conservation. “These two elements constitute the foundation for any meaningful program of wildlands or biodiversity conservation on a regional or continental scale,” Soulé and Terborgh argue.74 David Harvey’s cautionary tale about political irrelevance thus takes on a secondary meaning within the context of continental‐ or landscape‐scale conservation. To neglect connectivity, it might be said, is to court ecological irrelevance.75 These transformations in ecological theory and practice are particularly salient at Glacier National Park, which is located at the nexus of myriad political and ecological boundaries. Here the challenge of reconciling these antithetical boundaries has been especially acute. “Park borders seem destined to remain forever a contested terrain,” observe Lary Dilsaver and William Wyckoff, “caught in an overlapping, often conflicting geography of internal legal mandates, broader ecological realities, and omnipresent external threats.”76 Largely as a result of this predicament, Glacier was listed as the most endangered national park in a 1980 
State of the Parks report.77 Complicating matters, the park’s scale of stewardship—and thus its jurisdictional complexity—has steadily expanded since it was established in 1910. (Figure 2.2) More than just an iconic national park, Glacier is now a UNESCO Biosphere Reserve, and it also comprises the southern half of 
                                                        gone virtually unchallenged as a matter of policy and implementation.” Soulé and Terborgh, “Conserving Nature at Regional and Continental Scales,” 809. 73 Soulé and Terborgh, “Conserving Nature at Regional and Continental Scales,” 809. Similarly, the Center for Large Landscape Conservation observes, “Over the past twenty years, conserving landscape connectivity has received increasing recognition as a key strategy to protect biodiversity, maintain viable ecosystems and wildlife populations and to facilitate adaptation for wildlife species in the face of climate change.” Katie Meiklejohn, Rob Ament, and Gary Tabor, “Habitat Corridors & Landscape Connectivity: Clarifying the Terminology,” Center for Large Landscape Conservation (2009), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.climateconservation.org/cllc‐papers‐amp‐reports.php. 74 Soulé and Terborgh, “Conserving Nature at Regional and Continental Scales,” 809. 75 Harvey argues, “To neglect […] connectivity is to court political irrelevance.” Harvey, Spaces of 
Global Capitalism, 148. 76 Lary M. Dilsaver and William Wyckoff, “The Political Geography of National Parks,” Pacific 
Historical Review, Vol. 74, No. 2 (2005), 266. 77 Ibid, 240. 
  90 
Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park, which is in turn a UNESCO World Heritage Site.78  In 1987, two prominent scholars of environmental law, Joseph Sax and Robert Keiter, published a report about the various administrative challenges facing land managers in complex landscapes such as Glacier. Entitled “Glacier National Park and Its Neighbors: A Study of Federal Interagency Relations,” the report indicates that the idea of impermeable natural boundaries was dubious at best. “At one time, boundary lines all but defined the way public lands were managed,” Sax and Keiter explain.    But modern environmental knowledge and concerns increasingly reveal conventional borders to be dangerous irrelevancies, mocked by acid rain and the perils that confront migratory wildlife. Because traditional land management builds fundamentally on the idea of a defined boundary—good fences make good neighbors—and rights and responsibilities are defined with respect to such boundaries, the question arises: What happens as the boundary concept ceases to be functional?79   With this question in mind, Sax and Keiter proceed to outline a series of threats to the park, all of which were exacerbated by an overreliance on the outmoded boundary concept. Stressing the need to improve interagency relations, the authors also offer specific recommendations for strengthening communication and cooperation.80 Twenty years after their initial report, Sax and Keiter returned to Glacier to assess its progression from a relatively “isolated enclave” to a park with a “regional 
                                                        78 Glacier National Park was designated a Biosphere Reserve in 1976. Established in 1932, Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park was listed as a World Heritage Site in 1995. The United Nations Organization for Education, Science and Culture (UNESCO) was founded on November 16, 1945. 79 Sax and Keiter, “Glacier National Park and Its Neighbors,” 208‐209. 80 Emphasizing the need for cooperation, a recent report by the Sonoran Institute concludes, “The primary challenge in the Crown [of the Continent] is to build on the accomplishments of existing collaborative initiatives and to knit together the emerging capacities throughout the region to sustain the natural and cultural heritage of this remarkable transboundary region.” Sarah Bates (ed), “Remarkable Beyond Borders: People and Landscapes in the Crown of the Continent,” The Sonoran Institute (September 2010), 8. 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management agenda” based on new ecological management concepts.81 “Our central concern,” they write, “was to determine whether ecologically rational management—embracing actual wildlife habitat and watersheds rather than formal territorial boundary lines—has become a reality in the extraordinarily resource‐rich Glacier region.”82 It had indeed become a reality, and Sax and Keiter attribute the shift in part to the leadership of a visionary superintendent who insisted that the park “get off the island.”83 Satisfied that the park had adopted a coordinated management plan, Sax and Keiter write, “Glacier managers continue to embrace regionalism as the primary long‐term strategy for protecting the park’s ecological integrity. The overall goal is to knit the entire Glacier region together as an entity with the park at the core of the larger ecosystem, primarily by creating transboundary management forums, institutions, or incentives consistent with the park’s conservation objectives.”84 Today, evidence of these transformations is not hard to find at Glacier, even for the common tourist. A pamphlet about climate change in the Crown of the Continent, for example, explains, “While some impacts of climate change are inevitable, park managers work with neighboring communities and agencies to give fish and wildlife a better chance to adapt. Fortunately,                                                         81 Joseph L. Sax and Robert B. Keiter, “Glacier National Park and Its Neighbors: A Twenty‐Year Assessment of Regional Resource Management,” The George Wright Forum, Vol. 24, No. 1 (2007), 25. In addition to describing the park as “an isolated enclave,” Sax and Keiter also write, “Glacier [is] an island amid a vastly larger ecological region that encompasses the North Fork watershed, the Rocky Mountain Front, and internationally significant wildlife habitat extending outward from its borders in every direction” (23‐24). For an expanded version of this assessment see Joseph L. Sax and Robert B. Keiter, “The Realities of Regional Resource Management: Glacier National Park and Its Neighbors Revisited,” Ecology Law Quarterly, Vol. 33, No. 233 (2006). See also Dilsaver and Wyckoff, “The Political Geography of National Parks,” 237‐266. 82 Sax and Keiter, “Glacier National Park and Its Neighbors: A Twenty‐Year Assessment,” 25. 83 Sax and Keiter write, “At Glacier itself, change began in the late 1980s, when Superintendent Gil Lusk—described by one employee as a ‘new paradigm manager’—said, ‘let’s get off the island.’ Lusk issued a striking management strategy document that called for a proactive approach to both external and internal park threats….” Sax and Keiter, “Glacier National Park and Its Neighbors: A Twenty‐Year Assessment,” 26. 84 Sax and Keiter, “Glacier National Park and Its Neighbors: A Twenty‐Year Assessment,” 35. Concurring with Sax and Keiter, Harvey Locke notes, “By the beginning of the second decade of the 21st century, the need to move from the national park level to the whole landscape had become a wide consensus.” Locke continues, “[W]e need national parks and connectivity, and national parks should be managed to minimize human stressors, which can be accomplished by maximizing their wilderness character. It is important to remember that connectivity without robust core wilderness areas to connect to is like building a bridge to nowhere from nowhere.” Locke, “Transboundary Cooperation,” 26. 
  92 
Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park lies at the core of the greater Crown of the Continent ecosystem in Alberta, British Columbia and Montana, a place where animals can still move freely across borders.”85 Transformations in ecological theory and practice—signaled by the diffusion of the freedom to roam slogan—have been accompanied by the emergence of new conservation geographies.86 Scale has become a keyword in these new articulations of space. “Scale is central to today’s conservation boom,” notes Karl Zimmerer.87 “The idea that national park managers should be thinking across borders is not new,” writes Harvey Locke, “but the worldwide recognition of the need to do so at the landscape scale is.”88 Describing large landscape conservation as a “new paradigm,” a recent report by Lincoln Institute of Land Policy suggests that it “constitutes a third stage in the history of American conservation that is still being written.”89 New terms such as landscape‐scale conservation and continental conservation imply a vastness of territory.90 The Freedom to Roam Coalition, for                                                         85 Glacier National Park, “Climate Change in the Crown of the Continent,” Pamphlet (2011). 86 Karl S. Zimmerer, “The Reworking of Conservation Geographies: Nonequilibrium Landscapes and Nature‐Society Hybrids,” Annals of the Association of American Geographers, Vol. 90, No. 2 (2000), 356‐369. See also Karl S. Zimmerer (ed), Globalization & New Geographies of Conservation (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006); Karl S. Zimmerer, “Cultural ecology (and political ecology) in the ‘environmental borderlands’: Exploring the expanded connectivities within geography,” Progress in 
Human Geography, Vol. 31, No. 2 (2007), 227‐244; Karl S. Zimmerer, “Cultural ecology: at the interface with political ecology—the new geographies of environmental conservation and globalization,” Progress in Human Geography, Vol. 30, No. 1 (2006), 63‐78. 87 Zimmerer, “The Reworking of Conservation Geographies,” 360. The Lincoln Institute of Land Policy argues, “Spatial scale is now considered critical for biodiversity, both to provide essential habitat and to protect multiple species. The resulting expansion and deepening of commitment to provide adequate habitat and connectivity to preserve these species is clearly a major contributor to the large landscape conservation movement.” Matthew McKinney, Lynn Scarlett, and Daniel Kemmis, “Large Landscape Conservation: A Strategic Framework for Policy and Action,” Policy Focus Report (Cambridge, MA: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, 2010), 9. 88 “At the dawn of the 21st century,” Locke continues, “we have awakened to a new view in which large, natural resource–based national parks have become the indispensable centerpiece of a landscape‐scale approach to conservation.” Locke, “Transboundary Cooperation,” 24. 89 McKinney, Scarlett, and Kemmis, “Large Landscape Conservation,” 5. 90 Michael E. Soulé and John Terborgh (eds), Continental Conservation: Scientific Foundations of 
Regional Reserve Networks (Washington DC: Island Press, 1999). See also Richard L. Knight and Peter B. Landres (eds), Stewardship Across Boundaries (Washington DC: Island Press, 1998). In order to “add clarity to connectivity conversations,” the Center for Large Landscape Conservation recently conducted a literature review “to gain a better understanding of the terminology pertinent to landscape connectivity.” The report includes definitions of the following terms: landscape connectivity, habitat corridor, linkage, matrix, landscape permeability, scale, and ecological network. Meiklejohn, Ament, and Tabor, “Habitat Corridors & Landscape Connectivity.” A recent report by the 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instance, describes itself as “a new model for landscape protection.” What sets this initiative apart from earlier preservation efforts—what makes its model “new”—is primarily its sense of scale.91 The coalition’s scalar ambitions, in other words, respond to Soulé and Terborgh’s call for “bigness.” The coalition, moreover, aspires to bigness not for bigness’ sake but rather based on the recognition that wildlife needs to roam across vast territories in order to adapt to a warming world. In 2011, the journal Nature published an editorial imploring its readers to “think big.” Encouraging park managers to ponder “the larger landscape in which their parks sit,” the editors claim, “Scaling up is reassuring. At the park level, climate change may extirpate a species. At the landscape level, climate change merely moves it. And scaling up is more effective.”92 Put differently, the freedom to roam demands “room—glorious room.” Established in 1997, the Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative (Y2Y) epitomizes the radical transformations in ecological theory and practice and also the new conservation geographies.93 Y2Y’s signature is its vision for a massive corridor, linking Yellowstone National Park in the south to the Yukon Territory in northern Canada. 1988 miles long and as much as 496 miles wide, the corridor encompasses more than 500,000 square miles, including five U.S. states, two Canadian provinces and two territories. According to its own promotional materials, “Landscape connectivity is the very definition of the Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation                                                         Lincoln Institute of Land Policy observes, “While it is hard to define precisely what constitutes a large landscape conservation effort, there is a growing consensus that such efforts are multijurisdictional, multipurpose, and multistakeholder, and they operate at various geographic scales using a variety of governance arrangements. The common currency in large landscape conservation is regional collaboration—the ability to work across boundaries with people and organizations that have diverse interests yet share a common place.” McKinney, Scarlett, and Kemmis, “Large Landscape Conservation,” 3. 91 A recent report by the Sonoran Institute states, “People who care about the Crown [of the Continent] and its future are increasingly looking to bridge […] jurisdictional and cultural barriers to address the challenges they collectively face at the scale at which they are occurring.” Bates, “Remarkable Beyond Borders,” 17. 92 Editorial, “Think big,” 131. 93 According to its website, “Y2Y was officially established in 1997 by conservationists and scientists who believed that lasting conservation requires an overall understanding of the landscape, and the setting of regional conservation priorities. Adopting a new paradigm that fits with this thinking, they developed an organization that integrated scientifically sound research, stewardship, and strategic partnerships.” Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative, “Our Role,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://y2y.net/about/why‐y2y‐1/our‐role. 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Initiative, specifically the promotion of large, core protected areas surrounded by buffer zones and connected by movement corridors.”94 An older brochure describes the Y2Y ecoregion even more starkly as “the last of the last. It is the last chance on earth for humans to live in concert with an expansive, fully functioning mountain ecosystem…”95 Today, the organization increasingly stresses the value of landscape connectivity within the context of climate change. “Y2Y is positioned to lead the way in climate change readiness,” it boasts. “Our vision of an extensive, connected landscape is widely cited as the world’s first and most advanced large‐landscape conservation model—a model increasingly recognized as key to climate change adaptation.”96 In addition to the Freedom to Roam Coalition and the Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative, other conservation organizations and initiatives working in the region at a landscape scale include the Center for Large Landscape Conservation, the Craighead Institute, Great Northern Landscape Conservation Cooperative, Roundtable on the Crown of the Continent, and the Crown Managers Partnership.97                                                         94 Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative, “Climate Change and the Yellowstone to Yukon Region,” pamphlet. The organization describes its vision in terms of supporting “an interconnected web of life.” “Combining science and stewardship, we seek to ensure that the world‐renowned wilderness, wildlife, native plants, and natural processes of the Yellowstone to Yukon region continue to function as an interconnected web of life, capable of supporting all of the natural and human communities, for current and future generations.” 95 Adopting the slogan “The Last Best Place,” now used by the Montana Office of Tourism, the Y2Y Conservation Initiative characterizes the opportunity to live in harmony with a fully functioning ecosystem as “something that has been irrevocably lost in the Appalachians, the Cascades, the Southern U.S. Rockies, and other great mountain ranges of the world.” Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative, brochure, no date, box 103, folder 20, Mss 700, Clifton R. Merritt Papers, 1935‐2008, Mansfield Library, Archives & Special Collections, University of Montana, Missoula (MLASC). The brochure also features a quotation by William Kittredge on its cover. “What we need in our West is another kind of story, in which we can see ourselves for what we mostly are, decent people striving to form and continually reform a just society…” William Kittredge, Who Owns the 
West? (San Francisco: Mercury House, 1996), 76. 96 Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative, “Climate Change and the Yellowstone to Yukon Region.” 97 Center for Large Landscape Conservation, http://www.climateconservation.org/; Craighead Institute, http://www.craigheadresearch.org/; Great Northern Landscape Conservation Cooperative, http://greatnorthernlcc.org/overview; Roundtable on the Crown of the Continent, http://www.crownroundtable.org/; Crown Managers Partnership, http://crownmanagers.org/. In addition to these organizations, federal agencies are increasingly working on a more regional scale. A 2011 editorial in Nature notes, “In February 2010, the US Department of Interior ordered all the land‐management agencies it oversees to join with other federal, state and private land managers in ‘landscape conservation cooperatives’ to help to understand and respond to the effects of climate change.” Editorial, “Think big,” 131. 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Once unleashed, ideas about connectivity and the freedom to roam tend to snowball, and new—often overlapping—conservation geographies proliferate. Already a UNESCO Biosphere Reserve, a UNESCO World Heritage Site, and the southern half of Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park, Glacier National Park is also situated at the core of the Crown of the Continent ecosystem, which Erin Sexton describes as “one of North America’s most ecologically diverse and jurisdictionally fragmented landscapes.”98 The Crown of the Continent ecosystem, in turn, is centrally located within the larger Y2Y corridor, which has been portrayed similarly as “the most intact mountain ecosystem remaining on Earth.”99 And Y2Y is itself part of an even larger tri‐national corridor. Established by the Wildlands Network, the “Western Wildway” or the “Spine of the Continent Conservation Corridor” stretches over 5000 miles from Alaska’s Brooks Range to the Mexican Sierra Madre Occidental.100  These new conservation geographies have also inspired new and often heroic forms of advocacy and ground‐truthing. In June 1998, for instance, Karsten Heuer—current president of the Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative—set out on an 18‐month journey, walking the length of the Y2Y corridor from Yellowstone National Park to Watson Lake in the Yukon Territory.101 And in February 2013, John Davis—co‐founder of the Wildlands Network—embarked on an even longer 10‐month, 7000‐mile journey along a portion of the Western Wildway from Hermosillo, 
                                                        98 Erin Sexton, “Transboundary Collaborative Solutions to Ecosystem Management at the Landscape Scale,” Great Northern Landscape Conservation Cooperative, accessed June 20, 2013, http://greatnorthernlcc.org/features/crown‐managers. Sax and Keiter characterize the Crown as “one of the most ecologically intact areas remaining in the temperate regions of the world.” Sax and Keiter, “Glacier National Park and Its Neighbors: A Twenty‐Year Assessment,” 26. 99 “The Yellowstone to Yukon region is uniquely situated to serve as a refuge of biodiversity in western North America. As the most intact mountain ecosystem remaining on Earth, this region offers the kind of vast, diverse, and resilient landscape that species and processes will need to adapt and survive.” Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative, “Climate Change and the Yellowstone to Yukon Region.” 100 Western Wildway Network Initiative was previously called the Spine of the Continent Initiative. Wildlands Network, “Western Wildway,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.twp.org/wildways/western‐wildway. 101 Karsten Heuer, Walking the Big Wild: From Yellowstone to the Yukon on the Grizzle Bears' Trail (Seattle, WA: The Mountaineers Books, 2004). See also Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative, “Walking Y to Y,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://y2y.net/about/our‐story‐1/walking‐y‐to‐y. 
  96 
Mexico to Fernie, British Columbia.102 The Y2Y Conservation Initiative describes Davis’s “TrekWest” journey as “one of the most extensive awareness expeditions to be launched in North America’s Rocky Mountains since Karsten Heuer hiked 2,000 miles in 1998 from Yellowstone to the Yukon.”103 Amplified by extensive media campaigns, epic gestures of this sort are intended to cultivate attachments to new conservation geographies and to help the public visualize the immense scale of these spaces. Davis, for example, hopes “to bear witness to North America’s grand but imperiled natural heritage.”104 Heuer and Davis perform these new conservation geographies, attempting to literally walk them into existence. While these journeys may be inspiring, it is important to remember that Heuer and Davis are not the first to “walk the land.”  
Corridors and Connective Dissonance  Although these gestures of peripatetic advocacy are likely not what David Harvey had in mind when he first articulated the notion of “utopianism of temporal or social process,” the new conservation geographies such as Y2Y and the Western Wildway                                                         102 According to its website, “Wildlands Network’s TrekWest 2013 campaign is an epic, human‐powered bike/hike/paddle expedition by outdoor adventurer, John Davis, along a 7000‐mile international route through North America’s most iconic western wildlands. TrekWest will address the need for an international conservation corridor that connects the pathways needed for survival of native wildlife. TrekWest will also highlight the regional efforts of conservation organizations, private landowners and others dedicated to wildlife habitat connectivity along the ‘Spine of the Continent’ in Mexico, the U.S., and Canada.” Wildlands Network, “TrekWest – Taking the Wildway Home,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://trekwest.org/.  103 Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative, “Where’s John?,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://y2y.net/our‐work/updates‐from‐the‐field/where‐is‐john. 104 Prior to embarking on his journey, John Davis wrote, “Our aims with TrekWest, in short, are to scout, or ground‐truth, a Spine of the Continent Conservation Corridor, or ‘Western Wildway’ and to speak for shy, sensitive, and wide‐ranging species, especially apex predators like jaguar, wolf, and cougar. We hope to strengthen ties between outdoor recreationists and conservationists, and to spread the word about the needs of imperiled wildlife, in part through social media. We also hope to bear witness to North America’s grand but imperiled natural heritage. Our overarching goal is to convince the peoples of Mexico, the United States, and Canada to say YES to wildlife corridors and to work together to restore and protect broad, continuous wildlife habitats the length of our continent—continental wildways.” John Davis, “Anticipating the Journey!” (October 29, 2012), accessed June 20, 2013, http://trekwest.org/blog/anticipating‐the‐journey/. See also Chip Ward, “Trek West for the Big Picture: Saving the Land One Footfall at a Time,” TomDispatch.com (June 23, 2013), accessed June 23, 2013, http://www.tomdispatch.net/post/175716/tomgram%3A_chip_ward%2C_rewilding_the_west/. 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do in fact exemplify his idea of “utopianism of spatial form.”105 Moreover, the transformations in ecological theory and practice over the past three decades have undoubtedly cultivated new “imaginative geographies.” Drawing on Edward Said’s discussion of Orientalism, Derek Gregory describes imaginative geographies as “fabrications” or “imaginations given substance.”106 They can also be understood as performative in the sense that they (seek to) produce the effects that they name.107 If recent shifts in ecological theory and practice have fostered new “imaginative geographies,” they have not fundamentally altered existing “geographical imaginations.” The latter, Gregory argues, “can enlarge and enhance our sense of the world and enable us to situate ourselves within it with care, concern, and humility.”108 Unlike imaginative geographies, geographical imaginations are contingent on the freedom to roam, politically. Here we might recall Timothy Morton’s admonition that “interconnectedness isn’t snug and cozy.”109 Within the context of these proliferating conservation geographies, it is worth considering—as Irene Watson suggests—how normative practices of connectivity overlook “space‐framing assumptions” and ignore “historical geographies of uneven connection.”110 In addition to creating “movement corridors,” the Y2Y Conservation Initiative, for example, has produced “connective                                                         105 David Harvey, Spaces of Hope (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2000), 173, 179, 182, 196. 106 Gregory, The Colonial Present, 17. Imaginative geographies, Gregory writes, are “constructions that fold distance into difference through a series of spatializations” (17). They are “not only accumulations of time, sedimentations of successive histories; they are also performances of space” (18‐19). In addition, he argues, every “performance of the colonial present carries within it the twin possibilities of either reaffirming and even radicalizing the hold of the colonial past on the present or undoing its enclosures and approaching closer to the horizon of the postcolonial” (19). 107 Gregory, The Colonial Present, 18. Edward Said writes, “One tends to stop judging things either as completely novel or as completely well known; a new median category emerges, a category that allows one to see new things, things seen for the first time, as versions of a previously known thing. In essence such a category is not so much a way of receiving new information as it is a method of controlling what seems to be a threat to some established view of things.” Edward W. Said, 
Orientalism (New York: Vintage Books, 1979), 58‐59. 108 “For us to cease turning on the treadmill of the colonial present,” Gregory writes, “it will be necessary to explore other spatializations and other topologies, and to turn our imaginative geographies into geographical imaginations that can enlarge and enhance our sense of the world and enable us to situate ourselves within it with care, concern, and humility.” Gregory, The Colonial 
Present, 262. See also Derek Gregory, Geographical Imaginations (Cambridge, MA: Blackwell Publishers, 1994), 203‐205. 109 Morton, The Ecological Thought, 31. 110 Sparke, “Geopolitical Fears,” 338, 347. 
  98 
dissonance,” a situation in which, according to Gregory, “connections are elaborated in some registers even as they are disavowed in others.”111 The relative permeability of park and reservation borders is predicated on connective dissonance. What is missing in these new conservation geographies is a politics (and ethics) of connectivity, which is precisely Irene Watson’s diagnosis. Lacking an explicit politics, the practice of connectivity—ironically—remains “corralled on [an] isolated and impoverished” island of settler colonialism. In other words, the freedom to roam beyond the bounds of settler colonial temporalities and spatialities is foreclosed. (Figure 2.3) Connective dissonance has disavowed this larger settler colonial frame or context. If imaginative geographies have proliferated in recent decades, the geographical imagination—which is to say, the political imagination—has largely stagnated. Whereas the former is now more robust, the latter remains anemic, particularly as it interfaces with the politics of indigeneity.  A relatively unimaginative political imagination persists despite forceful articulations of indigenous geographical imaginations.112 Examining how spatial discourses are (re)mapped by Native women, for example, Mishuana Goeman promotes movement “toward spatialities of belonging that do not bind, contain, or fix our relationship to land and each other in ways that limit our definitions of self and community.”113 Indigenous spatial imaginaries, however, remain relatively obscure—isolated to reservations, so to speak. The complexity of indigenous space—both on and off the reservation—is mostly invisible in the larger settler society.114 And the consequences of this complexity—particularly in a legal or jurisdictional sense—are also unclear. Moreover, indigenous peoples are still subjected to the colonial trap of “spatial incarceration” and “ecological immobility,”                                                         111 Gregory, The Colonial Present, 255‐56. 112 For examples, see Goeman, Mark My Words; Lisa Brooks, The Common Pot: The Recovery of Native 
Space in the Northeast (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2008); Renya K. Ramirez, Native 
Hubs: Culture, Community, and Belonging in Silicon Valley and Beyond (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2007). See also James Clifford, “Varieties of Indigenous Experience: Diasporas, Homelands, Sovereignties,” in Marisol de la Cadena and Orin Starn (eds), Indigenous Experience Today (Oxford: Berg, 2007), 197‐223. 113 Goeman, Mark My Words, 10‐11. 114 Biolsi, “Imagined Geographies,” 239‐259. 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identified by Liisa Malkki and Arjun Appadurai, whereby they are imagined to be “ideally adapted to their environments.”115 Donald Moore characterizes the “colonial project of attempting to fix ethnic identities in tribal territories” as an “ethnic spatial fix.”116 Watson’s intervention, however, encourages the development of a more comprehensive model of the freedom to roam—one that engages the geographical, historical, and political imagination simultaneously. The stagnation of the political imagination is apparent even in cases when conservation organizations do articulate an overt politics. A recent report on large landscape conservation by the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, for instance, concludes, “In the challenging circumstances of the twenty‐first century, the growing emphasis on large landscape conservation promises to be as important and inspiring as earlier chapters in the history of conservation, and like them to contribute to the strengthening of our democracy.”117 Large landscape conservation, the report indicates, “rests on a new form of democracy that we term collaborative 
democracy.”118 A spirit of collaboration, which “seems to be emerging organically,” implies that “the focus on large landscape conservation might well result in a healing not only of ecosystems, but also related human systems.”119 Portraying a win‐win scenario conducive to both environmental preservation and economic development, the report also suggests that large landscape conservation “creates a significant new political context in which conservation and economic action converge.”   Perhaps even more appealing is the prospect that, in the course of working hard to discover and claim that common ground, the people who inhabit those ecosystems will have contributed to the strengthening of their civic 
                                                        115 Liisa Malkki, “National Geographic: The Rooting of Peoples and the Territorialization of National Identity among Scholars and Refugees,” Cultural Anthropology, Vol. 7, No. 1 (1992), 29. 116 “The ethnic spatial fix was a project of indirect rule, never a secure and settled accomplishment,” Moore argues. Moore, Suffering for Territory, 154‐55. 117 McKinney, Scarlett, and Kemmis, “Large Landscape Conservation,” 3. 118 McKinney, Scarlett, and Kemmis, “Large Landscape Conservation,” 20. 119 Ibid. 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culture, and to expanding their capacity to address the next set of challenges and realize the next set of opportunities they encounter.120   The Lincoln Institute report demonstrates that in some cases the production of new conservation geographies are explicitly linked to a vision of politics. However, the political imagination outlined in the report is limited to the liberal democratic tradition.121 The “civic culture” touted in the report is anemic precisely because it remains ensconced within a settler colonial frame. Although it claims that large landscape conservation has the potential to heal “related human systems,” the report does not identify specific systems. Given its focus on reconciling environmental preservation and economic development, it would seem that capitalism is one of the systems open to amelioration. Colonialism, on the other hand, is off the table, assumed to be a thing of the past rather than an ongoing process. This is particularly troubling given the rhetoric of inclusivity, the recognition of longstanding indigenous relationships with the landscape, and the active solicitation of indigenous perspectives in the dialogue around connectivity.  To their credit, many landscape‐scale conservation organizations have actively sought not only participation by indigenous peoples but also long‐term collaborative relationships built on trust and respect. The theme of the 2012 “Crown Managers Annual Forum,” for example, was “Connections to the Land: First Nations and Tribes in the Crown of the Continent.”122 The forum included presentations on Ktunaxa language revitalization, transboundary bison restoration by the Blackfeet                                                         120 McKinney, Scarlett, and Kemmis, “Large Landscape Conservation,” 20. For a critique of the win‐win scenario, see Bram Büscher, Transforming the Frontier: Peace Parks and the Politics of Neoliberal 
Conservation in Southern Africa (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2013). 121 Regarding this tradition, Jodi Byrd writes, “As traces within twenty‐first‐century articulations of U.S. empire even where they are always already foreclosed as already known, already completed, indigenous peoples serve a similar mythological function to cohere through deferral the United States as a multicultural liberal democracy with anticolonial, anti‐imperialist origins that continue on a smooth curve of perfecting inclusivity. […] This notion of becoming savage is what I call the transit of empire, a site through which the United States, with ties to Enlightenment and Victorian colonialisms, propagates itself through a paradigmatic ‘Indianness’ tied now to the global ascendancy of liberalism. As indigenous scholars have argued, inclusion into the multicultural cosmopole, built on top of indigenous lands, does not solve colonialism: that inclusion is the very site of the colonization that feeds U.S. empire.” Byrd, The Transit of Empire, 9‐10. 122 Crown Managers Partnership, Crown Managers Annual Forum, Lethbridge, Alberta (March 19‐20, 2012). 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Nation, and bull trout restoration and education in Flathead Lake and the Jocko River watershed by the Flathead Nation. The previous year, the theme of the second annual “Roundtable on the Crown of the Continent” was “Integrating Culture, Community, and Conservation.”123 Hosted by the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribal Council, the conference featured plenary sessions such as “The Value of Place: Perspectives of First People.” The 2011 Roundtable built on a series of conversations with tribes and First Nations throughout the region. In 2010, for instance, a meeting about government‐to‐government dialogue in the Crown of the Continent was held at the CSKT Tribal Headquarters.124 And in 2009, organizers of the Roundtable convened a meeting with tribes and First Nations in order to assess their concerns and also to gauge their interest in participating in the ongoing forum.125 According to a memorandum summarizing the meeting, the tribes and First Nations “welcome the growing awareness of other ‘stakeholders’ in the unique history, culture, and spiritual meaning of this landscape,” and they also assert that the Crown is “part of a much larger aboriginal territory.”126 However, the tribes also express caution about joining the Roundtable. “While the participants value the opportunity to learn together and to build trust,” the memorandum states, “they want to make sure that participation in the Roundtable provides some value to them.”127 This vigilance is both warranted and telling. In the context of cooperation and collaboration, it is not a question of whether indigenous peoples are included in the conversation but how they are included—not if they have a seat at the table but 
how the table (and the room) is configured, and whether the political difference indigenous peoples bring to the table is allowed to fundamentally transform that configuration. Like Watson, Darren Ranco poses a difficult but necessary question: 
                                                        123 Roundtable on the Crown of the Continent, Polson, Montana (September 22‐23, 2011). 124 Crown of the Continent Government‐to‐Government Dialogue, Pablo, Montana (May 12, 2010).  125 The joint meeting of tribes and First Nations in the Crown of the Continent took place on April 6‐7, 2009 in Pincher Creek, Alberta.  126 Roundtable on the Crown of the Continent, “Memorandum,” Joint Meeting of Tribes and First Nations in the Crown of the Continent, accessed June 20, 2013, http://crownroundtable.org/inner.php?PageID=83. 127 Ibid. 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“Should ‘getting [indigenous peoples] to the table’ be the ultimate goal for environmental groups, and how should this table be constructed?”128 Responding to his own question in a separate article, Ranco argues, “We do not fix environmental justice problems by merely keeping the system of institutions we have in place and by adding a few more people of color at the decision‐making table. […] What we need are new institutions that can engender new forms of meaningful participation—a participation that is cognizant of tribal sovereignty and colonial histories.”129 In wanting to make sure the Roundtable “provides some value to them,” the tribes and First Nations also seek to define “value” on their own terms.   
The Cunning of Connectivity; or Indigeneity as a “Best Practice”  In The Cunning of Recognition, anthropologist Elizabeth Povinelli critically examines how “good intentions” operate within “liberal forms of multiculturalism,” noting a tendency or desire to incorporate “social difference without social consequences.”130 Povinelli refers to this surreptitious tendency as the “cunning of recognition.” If indigeneity emphasizes social difference, the politics of indigeneity, it could be said, emphasizes social consequences. And if well‐intentioned conservation initiatives have successfully incorporated indigenous perspectives, they have privileged difference over consequences. In so doing, they have failed to accommodate (or even make sense of) what Watson terms “our struggle to walk the land.” The “cunning of recognition” is implicit in anthropologist Paul Nadasdy’s analysis of land claims and co‐management agreements within the larger context of Aboriginal‐state relations. Ostensibly designed to empower First Nations, these processes often have                                                         128 Darren J. Ranco, “The Trust Responsibility and Limited Sovereignty: What can Environmental Justice Groups Learn from Indian Nations?,” Society & Natural Resources, Vol. 21, No. 4 (2008), 355. 129 Ranco writes, “As [Eileen] Gauna points out, ‘a place at the table does not ensure a comparable serving of the environmental protection pie.’” Darren Ranco and Dean Suagee, “Tribal Sovereignty and the Problem of Difference in Environmental Regulation: Observations on ‘Measured Separatism’ in Indian Country,” Antipode, Vol. 39, No. 4 (2007), 704. 130 Povinelli writes, “This is, after all, a fantasy of liberal capitalist society too simply put: convulsive competition purged of real social conflict, social difference without social consequences. To provide a sensorium of cultural competition and difference without subjecting the liberal subjects to the consuming winds of social conflict—no more or less is asked of the indigenous subject, the subaltern subject, the minority subject.” Povinelli, The Cunning of Recognition, 16. 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the opposite effect.131 Processes of “knowledge‐integration,” according to Nadasdy, “take for granted existing power relations, focusing on the incorporation of First Nations cultural elements into existing Euro‐Canadian institutional contexts, without ever questioning the appropriateness of such a project in the first place.”132  The cunning of recognition and the perils of co‐management are very much at play in the practice of landscape‐scale conservation. The Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative is a case in point. On its website, Y2Y proudly declares, “We’re All About Connectivity.” Warning of the dangers of “islandization” and habitat fragmentation, the organization explains its decision to implement three conservation strategies—focusing on grizzly bears, birds and fish—in order to preserve connectivity in the region. Importantly, it also acknowledges that “connectivity is not just about wildlife and landscape—it’s about people too.”   Enabling human communities to thrive while maintaining the natural abundance of the Yellowstone to Yukon region is the vision—and challenge—of Y2Y. Aboriginal communities have lived here and depended upon the abundance of the land from time immemorial. Today, this landscape                                                         131 Paul Nadasdy, Hunters and Bureaucrats: Power, Knowledge, and Aboriginal­State Relations in the 
Southwest Yukon (Vancouver: UBC Press, 2003), 9. Land claims and co‐management agreements, Nadasdy concludes, are “something of a mixed blessing for First Nations peoples” (1). This is due in part to the fact that they require the bureaucratization of indigenous societies in order to make them legible to the state. More importantly, participation legitimizes the state and also the asymmetrical power dynamic that structures Aboriginal‐state relations. “By agreeing to play by the ‘rules of the game,’” Nadasdy writes, “First Nations peoples tacitly acknowledge the legitimacy of that game, thus taking for granted the unequal power relations within which they are embedded” (6). First Nations peoples “are also agreeing to abide by a whole set of implicit assumptions about the world,” Nadasdy adds, “some of which are deeply antithetical to their own” (6). In this sense, Nadasdy’s concern about the “rules of the game” is not unlike Ranco’s question about the seats at the table. 132 Nadasdy, Hunters and Bureaucrats, 10. Anthropologist Julie Cruikshank reached similar conclusions in her examination of the politics of incorporating “traditional knowledge” (TEK). “Codified as TEK, and engulfed by frameworks of North American management‐science, local knowledge shifts its shape,” she writes. “Sentient and social spaces are thus transformed to measurable commodities called ‘lands’ and ‘resources.’ Indigenous peoples then face double exclusion, initially by colonial processes that expropriate the land, and ultimately by neo‐colonial discourses that appropriate and reformulate their ideas.” Cruikshank, Do Glaciers Listen?, 259. According to Cruikshank, ecological knowledge is often presented as “an object for science—as potential data—rather than as a kind of knowledge that might inform science.” Julie Cruikshank, “Melting Glaciers and Emerging Histories in the Saint Elias Mountains,” in Marisol de la Cadena and Orin Starn (eds), Indigenous Experience Today (Oxford: Berg, 2007), 358. Elsewhere, she notes that “locality” of knowledge often “seems to disappear as prescriptive methodologies to ‘gather’ it proliferate. In the most extreme case, TEK’s potential for being ‘discovered’ becomes its defining characteristic.” Cruikshank, Do Glaciers Listen?, 255‐56. 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remains important to all who live in and around the region. Humans and their activities may threaten connectivity in the region, but humans are also part of the solution for restoring or maintaining landscape connections. Y2Y works to promote best practices for use of the landscape so wildlife and humans can successfully coexist in this region together.133  In this statement indigeneity is presented as a depoliticized “best practice” to be absorbed into an existing model for landscape‐scale conservation. In addition, “Aboriginal communities” are subsumed by the more general category “all who live in and around the region.” Presumably these communities are among the “humans” who “threaten connectivity in the region,” as well as those who are “part of the solution.” The suggestion, therefore, is that these “Aboriginal communities” are equally culpable and also equally empowered. This process of subsumption is another example of the ongoing struggle between “native indigeneity” and “settler indigeneity.” Specifically, it is an instance—albeit subtle and well‐intentioned—of “non‐Indians stak[ing] a claim to being native” and “appropriat[ing] the category ‘indigenous’ away from Indians and for themselves.”134 Finally, the value of relationships with the land cultivated by Aboriginal communities “since time immemorial” is equated or made commensurable with the value ascribed to the same land by “all who live in and around the region” today.  The interpretive sign at the International Peace Park Pavilion, which declares, “The Peace Park is not an island,” also stages a similar sort of false equivalence. “Blackfeet, Salish and Kootenai peoples have gathered plants and hunted in this region for thousands of years. These activities remain important to them,” it reads. “Other groups have also developed deep bonds to this land. Many families have owned their ranches for four generations.” In this instance, the deep bonds formed over thousands of years are equated with ones created over four generations. This sentiment is repeated again by the World Wildlife Fund in its description of the Freedom to Roam Initiative. “Many of the ranchers and communities in the Northern Great Plains are the great grand children of the first                                                         133 Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative, “We’re All About Connectivity,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://y2y.net/about/why‐y2y‐1/were‐all‐about‐connectivity‐1. 134 O’Brien, Firsting and Lasting, xv, xxii. 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European settlers in this area. Native Americans, the region’s original land stewards, retain a powerful connection to the wildlife and grasses that once sustained their ancestors. WWF is committed to finding conservation solutions that will bolster the economic opportunities for the people and communities who call this region home.”135 Reflecting on the origins of the Lewis Overthrust Fault, Marius Campbell wrote in 1914, “The traveler may wonder how many years have elapsed since that uplift, but the geologist must confess his inability to answer the question. He knows, however, that it has been a very long time—possibly several millions of years—and when in imagination one goes back in the history of the world several millions of years, it matters little whether he thinks of one million or twenty million, for both are inconceivable to human intelligence.”136 The above examples suggest that it also “matters little” whether the traveler, geologist, or conservationist thinks of ten thousand years or two hundred years “for both are inconceivable to human intelligence.” Or rather, the difference between a fourth generation settler and a two‐hundredth generation native is inconceivable. These examples also highlight the “violence of equivalence” as well as an “economy of equivalence” that structures relationships within settler colonial contexts.137 (Figure 2.4) Historian Boyd Cothran writes eloquently about “unequivalence” in relation to the Modoc War of 1872‐73, which is often referred to as “the last Indian war in California.”138 Within the context of U.S.‐Indian violence, “reconciliatory narratives,” “exchange of remembrances,” and “historical justice‐making,” Cothran argues, comprise an “economy of equivalence” and a “multicultural marketplace of remembering and forgetting.” This economy or marketplace is problematic insofar as it obscures historical and contemporary                                                         135 World Wildlife Fund, “Northern Great Plains,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://worldwildlife.org/places/northern‐great‐plains. 136 Campbell, “The Glacier National Park.” 137 Boyd Cothran writes, “The gift of a new narrative, the gift of equal inclusion within the memorial landscape of Lava Beds National Monument, carries with it an immense violence, the violence of equivalence.” Boyd Cothran, “Exchanging Gifts with the Dead: Lava Beds National Monument and Narratives of the Modoc War,” International Journal of Critical Indigenous Studies Vol. 4, No. 1 (2011), 37. For more on economies of impossible equivalence, see Mimi Thi Nguyen, The Gift of Freedom: 
War, Debt, and Other Refugee Passages (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2012). 138 Cothran, “Exchanging Gifts with the Dead.” 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power relations, and the continuity of colonial logics that shuttle between past and present. In short, the market is “power‐denying.” It contributes to the production of what Paul Carter calls “imperial history,” the primary object of which “is not to understand or to interpret: it is to legitimate.”139 Like other supposedly free markets, this one conceals the various ways in which it is subsidized by the state and also through individual investments—possessive and psycho‐affective—in the land and the narratives that legitimize settler ownership of it. The “economy of equivalence,” Cothran observes, enables the authors of reconciliatory narratives to “depart with no strings attached”—a simple way of describing liberal capitalist society’s fantasy of “convulsive competition purged of real conflict, social difference without social consequences.”140 Ultimately, Cothran calls for “unequivalent multivocal remembering” as a means of enabling participants to “sidestep the marketplace of remembering, stop trading stories with the dead and actually listen to the stories we are offered as gifts from the living.”141 By flattening differences in land tenure—equating fourth generation settlers, for example, with two‐hundredth generation Blackfeet Indians—conservation initiatives such as Y2Y perpetuate a violent economy of equivalence. A more comprehensive model of the freedom to roam—of the sort called for by Watson—would help to recover and maintain the substantive depth of two hundred generations. And it would render the relationships formed and knowledge produced over this span of time conceivable to human intelligence.142 It is one thing to critique the idea of the “ecological Indian” as 
                                                        139 Paul Carter, The Road to Botany Bay: An Exploration of Landscape and History (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1988), xvi. 140 Cothran, “Exchanging Gifts with the Dead,” 37; Povinelli, The Cunning of Recognition, 16. 141 Cothran, “Exchanging Gifts with the Dead,” 38. 142 Jodi Byrd writes, “Within American Indian epistemologies where something takes place is more important than when, and the land itself, according to Cree scholar Winona Wheeler, is ‘mnemonic, it has its own set of memories.’ […] For American Indians, who have lived for tens of thousands of years on the lands that became the United States two hundred and thirty years ago, the land both remembers life and its loss and serves itself as a mnemonic device that triggers the ethics of relationality with the sacred geographies that constitute indigenous peoples’ histories.” Byrd, The 
Transit of Empire, 118. 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a racialized construction; however, it is another thing to ignore or dismiss ecological knowledge gleaned over thousand of years.143 The substantive depth of indigenous land tenure is obscured in part because Y2Y often relies on Euro‐American contact as the historical baseline against which changes in the landscape are measured.144 “The Yellowstone to Yukon region is one of the world’s last intact mountain landscapes,” explains a brochure for potential new members. “Stretching from Yellowstone National Park, where grizzly bears and bison still roam as they have for millennia, to the Yukon’s ancient caribou migrations, this region still supports all of the plants and animals that were here when aboriginal guides led European explorers through the Rocky Mountains.”145                                                         143 Shepard Krech III, The Ecological Indian: Myth and History (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1999). The Ecological Indian, according to Krech, is the dominant image of the “Indian in nature who understands the systemic consequences of his actions, feels deep sympathy with all living forms, and takes steps to conserve so that earth’s harmonies are never imbalanced and resources never in doubt” (21). Emphasizing historical relationships as opposed to an intrinsic connection with nature, Kimberly Tallbear notes, “The Ecological Indian is a reminder that historical knowledge is not genetically mapped in one’s blood. Events and cultural practices are documented and handed down through time in stories, songs, poetry, through regular cultural practice, and even on paper” (1). Kimberly Tallbear, “Shepard Krech’s The Ecological Indian:  One Indian’s Perspective,” International 
Institute for Indigenous Resource Management (IIIRM) Publication (September 2000), 1‐5. See also Darren J. Ranco, “The Ecological Indian and the Politics of Representation: Critiquing The Ecological 
Indian in the Age of Ecocide,” in Michael E. Harkin and David Rich Lewis (eds), Native Americans and 
the Environment: Perspectives on the Ecological Indian (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2007), 32‐51; Paul Nadasdy, “Transcending the Debate over the Ecologically Noble Indian: Indigenous Peoples and Environmentalism,” Ethnohistory, Vol. 52, No. 2 (Spring 2005), 291‐331. Anna Willow writes, “A new set of nuances must be added to the lengthy list of problems the Ecological Indian image poses. Like the political nature of indigenous environmental activism, the political foundations and consequences of ecological imagery have frequently been ignored by non‐Native observers. But the image itself is an artifact of the colonial imagination. Its persistence is a symptom of colonialism’s inequalities, and its effects perpetuate them. Ecological Indian images make it easy to disregard colonialism’s currency; they allow us to view colonialism as a past problem rather than a pressing one.” Anna J. Willow, “Clear‐Cutting and Colonialism: The Ethnopolitical Dynamics of Indigenous Environmental Activism in Northwestern Ontario,” Ethnohistory, Vol. 56, No. 1 (Winter 2009), 58. 144 Environmental historian Dan Flores asks, “What on earth was the West’s ‘original condition,’ that ‘virgin’ baseline which we so long to recreate?” Responding to his own question, Flores writes, “The tradition, as spelled out in the enabling acts of both the National Park Service and the Wilderness Preservation System, has been to seek that baseline condition in the earliest journals of European explorers and travelers. The famous Leopold Report (1963) by Starker Leopold, Aldo’s son, spelled it all out: American policy ought to be to return the national parks to the condition they were in at the 
moment of first European contact.” Dan Flores, The Natural West: Environmental History in the Great 
Plains and Rocky Mountains (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 2001), 186‐87. Alfred Runte notes, “At least among scientists familiar with the national parks, the suggestion that they be restored to their appearance at the time of European contact with North America had been discussed as early as the 1910s.” Alfred Runte, National Parks: The American Experience (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, Second Edition, 1987), 199. 145 Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative, membership pamphlet. 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Describing the region’s “unique heritage,” an older Y2Y brochure reveals the dubious consequences of maintaining colonial baselines. “Two centuries after Native people guided Alexander Mackenzie and Lewis and Clark west across the continent, the Yellowstone to Yukon ecoregion plays an important role in the lives of millions of people. […] Managed appropriately, its mountains, valleys, and rivers can continue the legacy of Mackenzie and Lewis and Clark, offering the same benefits we enjoy to future generations.”146 This last statement is problematic on multiple levels, not the least of which is the fact that these “benefits” are obviously predicated on indigenous dispossession.147 In contrast, Jeff Corntassel proposes the concept of “sustainable self‐determination” as “a benchmark for the restoration of indigenous livelihoods and territories and for future indigenous political mobilization.”148 A recent report by the Sonoran Institute, “Remarkable Beyond Borders: People and Landscapes in the Crown of the Continent,” describes the Crown as “a landscape linked to history.” In addition to being “an ecological crossroads where [diverse] plant and animal communities […] mingle,” the Crown of the Continent “is also a place where nations and cultures meet. Humans have traveled through the Crown of the Continent since the last great ice sheets retreated about 11,500 years 
                                                        146 Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative, brochure, no date, Clifton R. Merritt Papers, 1935‐2008 (MLASC). 147 The Lewis and Clark expedition of 1804‐1806 is frequently employed an ecological baseline. In an article for Newsweek, Lily Huang, for example, writes, “In an age of daily extinctions, the Crown [of the Continent] has not lost any of the vertebrate species present when the first Europeans ventured this far west—creatures seen, heard, and feared by Lewis and Clark. If the Crown is a window into the past, it is also a particularly privileged window: no other intact ecosystem on the continent affords a view this grand.” Lily Huang, “The Case of the Disappearing Rabbit,” Newsweek (July 25, 2009). Similarly, Nicholas Geranios reports, “Glacier remains perhaps the only place in the Lower 48 where all the big wild animals that Lewis and Clark saw in 1804 can still be seen, [Steven] Running said. ‘Our landscapes are still wild and pristine and clean,’ he said. ‘When you start looking globally at how many clean, wild landscapes are still around, Glacier is doing pretty well.’” Nicholas K. Geranios, “Glacier at 100: Age has not been kind,” Missoulian (May 11, 2010). In contrast, a recent article in The 
Economist states, “When the explorers Lewis and Clark arrived in Montana in 1805 they found more wildlife than they had seen in any other part of their journey; elk, antelope, deer, beavers and grizzly bears. The buffalo came in ‘gangues’ of tens of thousands. Restoring the abundance seen by early explorers, and with nothing more than private money, is a worthy gift to any nation.” “Reclaiming Montana: Born to be wild,” The Economist (March 17, 2012), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.economist.com/node/21550292. 148 Jeff Corntassel, “Toward Sustainable Self‐Determination: Rethinking the Contemporary Indigenous‐Rights Discourse,” Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Vol. 33, No. 1 (2008), 109. 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ago.”149 By describing the Crown in these terms—“a place where nations and cultures meet”—the report subtly correlates “nations” with nation‐states and links “cultures” with indigenous peoples. A historical timeline in turn associates nation‐states with history and cultures with pre‐history. The timeline begins 11,500 years ago, noting “Ancestors of the Blackfeet, Kainaiwa, Ktunaxa, Salish, and Kootenai peoples were the first inhabitants.” Jumping abruptly from pre‐history to history, the next date is the “Early 1800s” when the “First white explorers and trappers arrive to the region, already settled with tribal territories.” No dates are listed between 11,500 years ago and the early 1800s—a reflection of the inconceivability of time prior to contact. The timeline, however, includes 14 entries post‐early 1800s, none of which refer to the first inhabitants. In addition to reinforcing the colonial baseline, the timeline also emphasizes a rupture between indigenous pre‐history and Euro‐American history—the latter being history with a capital “H.” The Crown is thus a landscape linked to different kinds of history. Furthermore, framing the region in this manner differentiates the quality of relationships to space, establishing a hierarchy between non‐Native political and Native cultural ties to the landscape. However, as Maureen Konkle observes, “Native peoples’ connection to land is not just cultural, as it is usually and often sentimentally understood; it is also political—about governments, boundaries, authority over people and territory.”150 The Sonoran Institute report features a quotation by Henri Mann, Endowed Chair of Native American Studies at Montana State University: “As the first Americans, we (Indian people) created the first tourism bureaus,” Mann states. “We love this beautiful earth, in all its mystique and we are honored to share it with others. We have been playing good hosts for the past 500 years, a way of life grounded in the generosity of the Indian spirit. A spirit that can still be experienced when you visit our homelands.”151 Regardless of Mann’s sincerity, the decision by the Sonoran Institute to feature this particular quotation—and thus to have it speak for all indigenous peoples—is questionable. Not only does it disavow settler                                                         149 Bates, “Remarkable Beyond Borders,” 11. 150 Maureen Konkle, Writing Indian Nations: Native Intellectuals and the Politics of Historiography, 
1827­1863 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2004), 2. 151 Bates, “Remarkable Beyond Borders,” 10. 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colonialism as an ongoing process and structure, it also effaces colonialism as a historical event. Moreover, it trivializes the serious challenge of engaging in meaningful collaboration predicated on mutual recognition and respect of collective political difference. Nevertheless, if indigenous peoples were the first to establish “tourism bureaus”—cheerfully guiding Alexander Mackenzie and Lewis and Clark among others—they were also the first conservationists to work on a landscape‐scale. “The thinking behind Yellowstone to Yukon is not entirely new,” acknowledges the older Y2Y brochure. “This ecoregion straddles the traditional territories of some 31 different First Nations and Native American tribes, many of which have inhabited and used lands in this area for thousands of years. Native leaders embrace the Y2Y vision because it looks at the land as their ancestors did—on a large‐scale, ecosystem basis.”152  With Watson’s intervention in mind, we might ask: What would change if Y2Y embraced an indigenous vision of the landscape rather than inviting Native leaders to embrace the Y2Y vision? Or what if Y2Y worked to preserve the traditional aboriginal territory of the Blackfoot Confederacy as opposed to an ecological corridor bookended by Yellowstone and the Yukon? The two territories roughly correspond, but they evoke very different frames of reference.153 What if Y2Y committed to restoring a political presence in addition to a cultural presence? To supporting “an indigenous checkerboarding of American political space?”154 What would it mean for Y2Y and other landscape‐scale conservation initiatives to “reassess [their] place within an Indigenous nation?”155 What becomes of colonization—as a historical event, an ongoing process, and a condition of                                                         152 Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative, brochure, no date, Clifton R. Merritt Papers, 1935‐2008 (MLASC). 153 See Brian O.K. Reeves, “Sacred Geography: First Nations of the Yellowstone to Yukon,” in Louisa Wilcox, Bart Robinson, Ann Harvey (eds), “A Sense of Place: Issues, Attitudes and Resources in the Yellowstone To Yukon Ecoregion” (Canmore, Alberta: Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative, 1998), 31‐50. 154 Bruyneel, The Third Space of Sovereignty, 224. See also Peter Nabokov and Lawrence Loendorf, 
Restoring a Presence: American Indians and Yellowstone National Park (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 2004). 155 Tony Birch, “‘The invisible fire’: Indigenous sovereignty, history, and responsibility,” in Aileen Moreton‐Robinson (ed), Sovereign Subjects: Indigenous Sovereignty Matters (Crows Nest NSW: Allen & Unwin, 2007), 114‐15. 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possibility—when indigenous peoples are presented as opportunistic tour guides and “good hosts for the past 500 years?” Finally, what if “the generosity of the Indian spirit” highlighted by Mann was reframed as a willingness to “assimilate the newcomers?”156  In order to answer these questions, it is first necessary to participate, substantively, in the politics of connectivity, to recognize “unconnected connections,” and to embrace “connective dissonance.”  
The Trouble with Connectivity  “There is nothing natural about the concept of wilderness,” William Cronon famously (and controversially) argues. “It is entirely a creation of the culture that holds it dear, a product of the very history it seeks to deny.”157 While Cronon’s thesis addresses the first stage in the history of American conversation, it is deeply relevant to questions about connectivity and landscape‐scale conversation, the “third stage […] that is still being written.” The Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative’s slogan is “Making connections, naturally.” As with wilderness, there is nothing natural about making connections.158 Likewise, the freedom to roam is a creation of the culture that increasingly holds it dear. The trouble with connectivity and the freedom to roam, in other words, is not unlike the trouble with wilderness. Wilderness is also “a place for stories,” Cronon suggests.159 Similarly, I argue, connectivity is a place for stories. There are important stories about different ways of connecting that can and must be told. And there are also vital stories that can and must be heard.                                                         156 Stephen Muecke, Ancient & Modern: Time, Culture and Indigenous Philosophy (Sydney, NSW: University of New South Wales Press, 2004), 6. 157 Cronon continues, “Indeed, one of the most striking proofs of the cultural invention of wilderness is its thoroughgoing erasure of the history from which it sprang. In virtually all of its manifestations, wilderness represents a flight from history.” Cronon, “The Trouble with Wilderness,” 79. Similarly, Noel Castree writes, “In the end, there is nothing ‘natural’ about our habit of designating certain things as belonging to ‘nature,’ nor about using those things as a reference‐point to anchor our ethical or aesthetic beliefs.” Noel Castree, “Nature – Part I,” in John A. Agnew and James S. Duncan (eds), The Wiley­Blackwell Companion to Human Geography (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2011), 185. 158 “Naturalizing connections” may be a more apt expression. 159 William Cronon, “A Place for Stories: Nature, History, and Narrative,” Journal of American History, Vol. 78, No. 4 (March, 1992), 1347‐1376. 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Irene Watson’s intervention thus can be interpreted as an invitation to listen and to share new and old stories alike. She encourages us to consider if and how the cultural politics of race, nature, and difference reflect recent transformations in ecological theory and practice, particularly with respect to issues of habitat fragmentation, islandization, and adaptability in the face of climate change. How are struggles, for example, to protect endangered species, such as the iconic grizzly bear, related to efforts to preserve endangered languages at the Blackfeet Nation’s Piegan Institute and the Flathead Nation’s Nkwusm Salish Language Revitalization Institute? Alternately, how is the softening of the international border for purposes of wildlife conservation related to post‐9/11 border militarization, which has resulted in a hardening of both international and park borders in the name of homeland security?  Watson’s intervention also exposes numerous paradoxes and contradictions. Conservationists, for example, proclaim their desire to facilitate the return of the black‐footed ferret to its “homeland” while overlooking the fact that members of Niitsítapi or Blackfoot Confederacy in Alberta and Montana—whose homeland since time immemorial has roughly corresponded with that of the endangered weasel—have seen their mobility severely curtailed in the post‐9/11 security state.160 Meanwhile, west of the continental divide, state fisheries biologists spend millions of dollars fighting an uphill battle to remove non‐native Lake Trout from Flathead Lake, which is located on a reservation where non‐Indians vastly outnumber Indians. To avoid neocolonial incorporations, or at least to temper the cunning of recognition, Bruce Braun insists that we must refuse any temptation to “’wild’ nature by ‘wilding’ culture.”161 While this concern is obviously warranted, Watson’s                                                         160 The World Wildlife Fund (WWF) has been particularly active in restoring the black‐footed ferret to its traditional homeland in the Northern Great Plains. See World Wildlife Fund, “Black‐footed Ferret,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://worldwildlife.org/species/black‐footed‐ferret. 161 Braun, The Intemperate Rainforest, 107. Exploring the conjunction of environmentalism and indigeneity, Braun argues that “ecopolitics can very easily become merely the latest in a long history of neocolonial incorporations, where indigenous identities are defined and contained within the environmental imaginaries of European environmentalists and the postcolonial nation‐state” (81). Braun also suggests that the conjunction is problematic to the extent that it is “refracted through overtly romantic and even primitivist lenses that conflate the preservation of cultural diversity with 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intervention suggests that it is possible to go too far in the opposite direction: to ignore connections between natural and social systems and/or to presume that nature and culture are ontologically distinct. It is equally problematic, in other words, to wild nature without wilding politics.  Issues such as habitat fragmentation have forced us to rethink the “island system” of wilderness preservation and spurred transformations of ecological theory and practice. The new frameworks, however, fail to consider the effects of “islandization” on indigenous political difference. In warning of the dangers of islandization and habitat fragmentation to wildlife, it seems irresponsible not to reflect on how these same processes affected (and continue to affect) indigenous peoples. Islandization was not just an incidental effect of colonialism; it was for years an explicit goal of federal Indian policy. And the legacy of these policies endures in the present, impacting the everyday lives of indigenous peoples in profoundly material ways. “The legacy of this colonial past is with us still,” observes Paige Raibmon. “It remains difficult for us to hear Aboriginal articulations of mobility and place.”162  A large part of what settler colonialism does as a structure is to partition time and space, to control the permeability of boundaries, and to restrict mobility. This is fundamental. “The colonial world,” according to Frantz Fanon, “is a compartmentalized world.”163 In this world, native peoples, Mishuana Goeman argues, “are left with little room for imagining connections with other people, alternative histories, places, or even futures.”164 In short, the colonial world is a world of islands. And colonization can be understood, in a very fundamental sense, as an ongoing process of islandization.                                                         the preservation of biodiversity” (81). Similarly, Hugh Raffles writes, “Natural scientists, for their part, have been largely untroubled by the naturalization of culture as endangered and the associated conflation of environmental and social agendas that continues to drive much green activism.” Raffles, 
In Amazonia, 152. Julie Cruikshank, in turn, argues, “Scientists working on TEK projects have not been shy about naturalizing culture as an endangered object, then selecting data that effectively conflates environmental and social agendas.” Cruikshank, “Melting Glaciers and Emerging Histories,” 370. 162 Raibmon, “Meanings of Mobility on the Northwest Coast,” 190. 163 Frantz Fanon, The Wretched of the Earth, trans. Richard Philcox (New York: Grove Press, 2004), 3. 164 Goeman, Mark My Words, 10. 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This is evident, for example, in President Theodore Roosevelt’s characterization of the General Allotment Act or Dawes Act of 1887 as “a mighty pulverizing engine to break up the tribal mass.”165 Targeting communal landholdings and also political collectivity, the pulverizing engine sought to create islands of private property populated by relatively isolated individuals.166 After the land was allotted, individual bodies were subjected to the pulverizing engine and transformed into a different kind of island. Anthropologist Patrick Wolfe highlights this connection between the fragmentation of land and bodies.167 Contrasting the settler colonial “logic of elimination” in its earlier “frontier form” with a bureaucratized “post‐frontier form,” Wolfe argues that allotment and blood quanta were the “twin centerpieces of the post‐frontier assimilation campaign.”168 Blood quanta was a “distinctively [Bureau of Indian Affairs] style of racial arithmetic whereby Indian identity became correspondingly apportioned.”169 Later, Wolfe describes the policy of “blood quanta” as “allotting the Indianness beneath the skin”—which is to say, it created islands of Indianness within individual bodies, islands that would eventually (it was believed) be submerged by the rising waters of civilization.170 
                                                        165 Cited in Bruyneel, The Third Space of Sovereignty, 94. 166 In his essay, “From savage space to governable space,” Eric Olund describes the incorporation and transformation of traditional aboriginal territories under the regime of U.S. colonial law in the nineteenth century. “Reformers recognized that assimilation would have to be a spatial project—tribal bonds could only be broken through the breakup of communal land,” Olund writes. “Indians could only become Americans if ‘lawless’ Indian Country were actively reconstituted as a governable space comprising individual, private properties.” Eric N. Olund, “From savage space to governable space: the extension of United States judicial sovereignty over Indian Country in the nineteenth century,” Cultural Geographies, Vol. 9, No. 2 (2002), 133. 167 Patrick Wolfe, “After the Frontier: Separation and Absorption in US Indian Policy,” Settler Colonial 
Studies, Vol. 1, No. 1 (2011), 13‐51; Patrick Wolfe, “Land, Labor, and Difference: Elementary Structures of Race,” The American Historical Review, Vol. 106, No. 3 (June, 2001), 866‐905. See also Bonita Lawrence, Fractured Homeland: Federal Recognition and Algonquin Identity in Ontario (Vancouver: UBC Press, 2012). 168 Wolfe writes, “The settler colonial logic of elimination in its crudest frontier form, a violent rejection of all things Indian, was transformed into a paternalistic mode of governmentality which, though still sanctioned by state violence, came to focus on assimilation rather than rejection. Invasion became bureaucratised, a paper‐trail of tears that penetrated Indian life in the form of Bureau of Indian Affairs officials rather than the US Cavalry.” Wolfe, “After the Frontier,” 13‐14.  169 Wolfe, “After the Frontier,” 14. 170 Ibid, 32. 
  115 
If “geographical removal and socio‐cultural assimilation are two sides of the same coin,” as Wolfe argues, then that coin is still in circulation.171 The checkerboard pattern of land ownership found on many reservations today—which can also be interpreted as a cluster of islands—is a living legacy of the Dawes Act.172 And the threat of political extinction based on the continued use of blood quantum classification to determine tribal citizenship is still palpable, as evidenced by contentious and ongoing debates about enrollment in Indian Country, including the Blackfeet and Flathead Nations.173 The effects of fragmentation and islandization take other, subtler forms as well. “In much of the resource management literature, there seems to be a growing consensus that indigenous knowledge exists as a kind of distinct epistemology that can be systematized and incorporated into Western management regimes,” argues Julie Cruikshank. “One of the more trenchant insights from anthropology is that as soon as taken‐for‐granted, everyday knowledge practices become defined and bounded as ‘systems’ of knowledge, this sets in motion processes that fracture and fragment human experience.”174 Obviously, this fracturing of human experience is especially troubling within the context of landscape‐scale conservation initiatives that promote ideas such as connectivity, corridors, mobility, and permeability—all strategies intended to counter the effects of islandization and habitat fragmentation.  After characterizing the colonial world as a compartmentalized world, Fanon argues, “Yet if we penetrate inside this compartmentalization we shall at least bring to light some of its key aspects. By penetrating its geographical configuration and classification we shall be able to delineate the backbone on which the decolonized society is reorganized.”175 In conceiving of the colonial world as a world of islands                                                         171 Wolfe, “Land, Labor, and Difference,” 890. 172 Indian Land Tenure Foundation, “Checkerboarding,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.iltf.org/land‐issues/checkerboarding. 173 M. Annette Jaimes describes political extinction as “statistical extermination.” M. Annette Jaimes, “Federal Indian Identification Policy: A Usurpation of Indigenous Sovereignty in North America,” in M. Annette Jaimes (ed), The State of Native America: Genocide, Colonization, and Resistance (Boston: South End Press, 1992), 137. See also J. Kehaulani Kauanui, Hawaiian Blood: Colonialism and the 
Politics of Sovereignty and Indigeneity (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2008). 174 Cruikshank, Do Glaciers Listen?, 255‐56. 175 Fanon, The Wretched of the Earth, 3. 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and colonization as an ongoing process of islandization, it becomes clear that the politics of connectivity and the freedom to roam (as a form of political mobility) are essential to processes of decolonization. The politics of connectivity, I suggest, is one of the fundamental axes of negotiation between settler colonialism and indigeneity. In other words, the politics of connectivity is a vertebrae in the backbone on which the decolonized society will be reorganized. In critically embracing the theory and practice of landscape‐scale conservation, I am committed to exploring its potential for transformation vis‐à‐vis the politics of indigeneity. The freedom to roam is full of unrealized potential. There remains, however, a pressing need for new types of corridors—ones that connect more than just space and serve more than just wildlife. We need corridors of time as well as the imagination.176 If we cultivate a more capacious political imagination, the Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative might someday be recognized as a “best practice” by the Blackfeet and Flathead Nations. 
                                                        176 There is a need to cultivate what Cornelius Castoriadis refers to as the “imaginary institutions of society.” Castoriadis, The Imaginary Institution of Society. For an application of Castoriadis’s “imaginary institutions” within the context of political ecology, see Peet and Watts, Liberation 
Ecologies, 31‐32, 267. 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Figure 2.1 Waterton Lakes National Park 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Figure 2.2 Jurisdictional complexity in the Crown of the Continent (Courtesy of the Miistakis Institute) 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Figure 2.3 Waterton Lakes National Park 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Figure 2.4 International Peace Park Pavillion at Waterton Lakes National Park 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CHAPTER 3 
The Logic of Settler Accumulation in a Landscape of Perpetual Vanishing1  On a recent episode of the Colbert Report, comedian Stephen Colbert gave an emphatic “wag of the finger” to Montana State Representative Joe Read, who introduced a bill (HB 549) declaring global warming a boon to the state’s economy. “Visitors will flock to Glacier National Park once it becomes Glacier National Water Park,” quipped Colbert, while seated beside an image of Logan Pass draped with waterslides.2 In addition to declaring global warming “beneficial to the welfare and the business climate of Montana,” the bill, “an act stating Montana’s position on global warming,” asserted that “global warming is a natural occurrence and human activity has not accelerated it.” Poking fun at Read’s dismissal of the scientific consensus on climate change, Colbert added, “A reasonable amount of CO2, which means any amount produced in Montana, has no verifiable effect on global warming, just as a reasonable amount of science has no verifiable effect on Joe Read.”3 This segment signaled a new high point in the public’s fascination with vanishing glaciers, which have entered our collective imagination as one of the preeminent symbols of climate change. Eighty‐eight years before Colbert’s call for waterslides, a similarly audacious plan was put forth. In this case, Wily Wimpus, an entrepreneurial Blackfeet Indian, proposed building a 60‐mile pipeline to transport natural gas to Glacier National Park from the recently discovered Kevin‐Sunburst Oil Field in nearby Toole County. At the time, the vanishing Indian, not the glacier, served as Glacier National Park’s icon. Worried that the spectacle of the vanishing Indian was itself an insufficient draw, Wimpus believed that a volcano would surely lure more tourists to the area. 
                                                        1 A nearly identical version of this chapter was previously published in Settler Colonial Studies. See Nicholas A. Brown, “The logic of settler accumulation in a landscape of perpetual vanishing,” Settler 
Colonial Studies (Published online: 11 April 2013), DOI: 10.1080/2201473X.2013.784236. 2 The Colbert Report, “Tip/Wag ‐ Joe Reed & Levi's Ex‐Girlfriend Jeans” (February 28, 2011), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.colbertnation.com/the‐colbert‐report‐videos/375740/february‐28‐2011/tip‐wag‐‐‐joe‐reed‐‐‐levi‐s‐ex‐girlfriend‐jeans. 3 Read’s bill died in committee on April 28, 2011. 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On April 4, 1923, the Los Angeles Record published a short story under the headline, “Indian Suggests Making Volcano.”4   Nature was so neglectful that she failed to provide Glacier National Park with a volcano, so Wily Wimpus, Blackfeet Indian half‐breed who had his primitive ideas stimulated at Carlysle [sic], wants to manufacture one. Wimpus would make a volcano that would rival Vesuvius or any of the other Old World ‘Smokers.’ The plan to make this artificial volcano involves the piping of natural gas from the Shelby oil field, 60 miles to Chief Mountain in Glacier National Park, the sinking of a shaft in this mountain, ‘connecting it up and touching it off.’ Then—presto—charge a gigantic fire‐sputtering spectacle that would furnish Montana’s greatest continuous show.    Incidentally, that same summer, on July 4th, the town of Shelby, Montana hosted a championship fight between the legendary Jack Dempsey and the relatively unknown Tommy Gibbons. The small town’s moment in the spotlight—its fleeting claim as “the international center of the sports world”—came at a steep price. “What started as a real‐estate stunt and ended in a spectacular fiasco,” reported the 
Chicago Tribune, “became the legend of Shelby—the town of 2,500 that hosted a heavyweight boxing championship, built a 40,208‐seat stadium and nearly went broke because of it.”5 Ultimately, fewer than 7,000 people witnessed the fight, which                                                         4 “Indian Suggests Making Volcano,” Los Angeles Record (April 4, 1923). 5 Robert K. Elder, “Heavyweight disaster,” Chicago Tribune (January 23, 2004). The New York Times published numerous articles in the months leading up to the fight. Elmer Davis, for example, reported: “The fight was an unexpected pleasure at the end of a series of mistakes, misunderstandings and mishaps unexampled in the history of American sport. Everything about this Shelby fight has gone wrong, and as wrong as possible, except the fight itself. Immense sums of money have been lost or squandered; quarrels and recriminations have soured Montana on the fight game and soured followers of the fight game on Montana; and worst of all, the failures have been ridiculous, with no dignity attached to them. Today the career of disaster and mistake continued. Shelby got a crowd, but it didn’t get the big gate receipts on which Jack Kearns gambled when he agreed to take his last $100,000 of Dempsey’s $300,000 fee out of the ticket sales.” Elmer Davis, “Crowd Less Than 20,000,” New York Times (July 5, 1923). In an earlier story, Davis wrote: “In more ways than one this fight has been a misfortune for Shelby. It has got Shelby into all the papers and proved that the citizens have big hearts and are able to go down fighting, but it has also scraped up all the loose money in town and poured it into Jack Kearns’s pocket and hung mortgages on local property which will stay hung there for some time. Now the particular misfortune in this was that Shelby was having a rapid and natural growth from the development of the oil fields. Its sudden expansion in the early days of the fight excitement has been followed already by a slip back which will be more evident after the fight is over or definitely called off. […] This fight has been a bucket of cold water on an otherwise excellent boom. […] Shelby is interesting as a boom town whose boom has been temporarily abated by one disastrous error of judgment, but as a Wild West town it is a 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actually turned out to be quite good (with the underdog Gibbons going the full fifteen rounds). Nevertheless, the New York Times described the bout as “a bucket of cold water on an otherwise excellent boom.”6 Given this context, then, it seems likely that Wily Wimpus’s “primitive ideas” weren’t “stimulated” at Carlisle so much as by the spectacle of “oil‐strike fever” unfolding in his backyard. Wimpus, like others, simply failed to heed the cautionary words of the New York Times, which (with the benefit of hindsight) proclaimed, “Shelby is an awful warning against overproduction in the enthusiasm industry.”7 I begin with these stories—Stephen Colbert’s waterslide and Wily Wimpus’s volcano—for two reasons. First, they suggest different forms of enclosure and frame the past century in northwestern Montana in terms of a triple crisis of colonization, capitalism, and climate change.8 Second, they reveal something about the ongoing or 
continuous character of both primitive accumulation and settler colonialism. And, in turn, they allow us to think about the relationship between these two processes, which together, I suggest, truly constitute “Montana’s greatest continuous show.” The continuity of the vanishing logic in the region sheds light on the structural dimensions, often intersecting, of primitive accumulation and settler colonialism. Emphasizing structural continuities in this landscape of perpetual vanishing, thus, challenges the tendency to bracket ongoing processes of colonization out of an 
                                                        bust. […] To be sure, there are Blackfoot Indians here—anybody who sees Main Street on a rainy day will understand how they got their name—but they are all working in one of the rodeos for a dollar a day and board. They are in luck. Anybody is in luck who is in Shelby on a salary just now. But capitalistic entrepreneurs, whether they have invested in the fight or in concessions, are out of luck, and are likely to stay out of luck, whether there is a fight or not. Shelby is an awful warning against overproduction in the enthusiasm industry.” Elmer Davis, “Shelby Fight Boom Proves Boomerang,” 
New York Times (July 1, 1923). 6 Davis, “Shelby Fight Boom Proves Boomerang.” 7 Ibid. 8 The “triple crisis of capital,” according to sociologist John Bellamy Foster, includes economy, ecology and empire. John Bellamy Foster, “The Triple Crisis of Capital,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://climateandcapitalism.com/2010/02/13/1703/. Similarly, Ashley Dawson identifies three intertwined factors in the current crisis: “a credit‐fueled financial crisis, wildly gyrating energy prices linked to the peaking of oil supplies, and an accelerating climate crisis.” “The current triple crisis,” he argues, “signals the collapse of the neoliberal paradigm that has held sway since the last major crisis of accumulation during the 1970s.” Ashley Dawson, “Climate Justice: The Emerging Movement against Green Capitalism,” South Atlantic Quarterly, Vol. 109, No. 2 (Spring 2010), 313‐14. 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equation that defines “the fierce urgency of now” exclusively in relation to climate change. Invoking Wimpus’s proposal, which seems to have been largely ignored and quickly forgotten, connects the region’s colonial past to its colonial present. Positioning the volcano in relation to Colbert’s waterslide, moreover, recasts contemporary debates about resource extraction and energy infrastructure; encouraging an analytical shift from the capital‐relation to the colonial‐relation within the context of climate change. The juxtaposition inflects present‐day struggles over the development of Alberta’s Tar Sands and North Dakota’s Bakken Formation, and the construction of coal export terminals and oil pipelines such as the Keystone XL, Northern Gateway, and Pacific Trails.9 In addition, invoking the 
representation of Wimpus’s proposal links the region’s racial past to its racial present. His positionality as a Blackfeet Indian is central to the story told by the Los 
Angeles Record, as well as the source of its humor. The newspaper correlates Wimpus’s status as a “half‐breed” with his primitive, yet promising, embrace of capitalist ideals, and maps his progress toward assimilation onto the practicality of his ideas. I return to Colbert’s waterslide and Wimpus’s volcano—to Glacier National Park and Shelby, Montana—in the concluding sections of this chapter. First, though, I turn to more theoretical concerns, in order to survey the intersecting trajectories of primitive accumulation and settler colonialism.  
“So­Called” Intersections of Primitive Accumulation and Settler Colonialism  Referencing Part Eight of Karl Marx’s Capital, Volume I, entitled “So‐Called Primitive Accumulation,” geographer Jim Glassman argues, “The so‐called primitive accumulation is no longer primitive. As much recent scholarship has recognized, the founding events that Marx saw as enabling capitalist accumulation proper (i.e., the process of expanded reproduction) are not just preconditions of capitalism but                                                         9 Kate Mottola, for example, situates debates about the Keystone XL pipeline in a settler colonial context. Kate Mottola, “The Complexities of the Keystone XL Oil Pipeline,” Jadaliyya (December 14, 2012), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.jadaliyya.com/pages/index/9017/the‐complexities‐of‐the‐keystone‐xl‐oil‐pipeline. 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ongoing conditions of its existence.”10 Writing about settler colonialism, on the other hand, Alyosha Goldstein argues, “[It] is not so much an ‘event’ or a static relationship as a condition of possibility that remains formative while also changing over time.”11 Elsewhere, he writes, “Settler colonialism in North America is not a relic of the past but a historical condition remade at particular moments of conflict in the service of securing certain privileges.”12 The similarity between Glassman’s account of primitive accumulation and Goldstein’s description of settler colonialism is striking. Indeed, the terms could almost be substituted for another, which raises the question: Given these analogous trajectories, what is the difference between primitive accumulation and settler colonialism? Do they seek to explain the same things? In addition, we might ask: What is the value of these concepts as analytical and strategic tools? And does that value increase when we consider them in tandem—as intersecting or mutually reinforcing processes, or as “organically linked” partners in a dialectical dance of exploitation and oppression?13 Related to this ongoing or continuous character, both primitive accumulation and settler colonialism are increasingly theorized as structures. Patrick Wolfe, for example, famously argues that settler colonialism—as “a complex social formation and as a continuity through time”—is “a structure rather than an event.” The “logic of elimination,” Wolfe suggests, is the “organizing principle of settler‐colonial society rather than a one‐off (and superseded) occurrence.”14 In short, “settler colonialism destroys to replace” and “settler colonizers come to stay.”15 Like settler colonialism, today primitive accumulation, more often than not, is theorized as a structure, not an event. As an ongoing process, clearly it cannot be relegated to a                                                         10 Jim Glassman, “Neoliberal Primitive Accumulation,” in Nik Heynen, James McCarthy, Scott Prudham, and Paul Robbins (eds), Neoliberal Environments: False promises and unnatural 
consequences (New York: Routledge, 2007), 94. 11 Goldstein, “Where the Nation Takes Place,” 835. 12 Ibid. 13 “Capital accumulation indeed has a dual character,” argues David Harvey. “But the two aspects of expanded reproduction and accumulation by dispossession are organically linked, dialectically intertwined.” David Harvey, The New Imperialism (New York: Oxford University Press, 2003), 176. 14 Wolfe, “Settler colonialism and the elimination of the native,” 387‐88. 15 Wolfe, “Settler colonialism and the elimination of the native,” 388. In a similar vein, Lorenzo Veracini argues, “Indigenisation is driven by the crucial need to transform an historical tie (‘we came here’) into a natural one (‘the land made us’).” Lorenzo Veracini, Settler Colonialism: A Theoretical 
Overview (Houndmills, UK: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010), 21‐22. 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pre‐capitalist past. In this regard, primitive accumulation might well be described as an “organizing principle” that also “destroys to replace” and “comes to stay.”16 “Primitive accumulation,” philosopher Jason Read argues, “serves as the name not only for an event but also for a process: the expropriation and legislation necessary to destroy other economic and social relations to make them productive for capital.” “Primitive accumulation,” he continues, “is the process of the separation of labor from the means of production and reproduction of its existence. Thus primitive accumulation becomes not only a cause of the capitalist mode of production but also its effect.”17 Critical theory aside, primitive accumulation and settler colonialism, as 
hegemonic “organizing principles” or “conditions of possibility,” efface their own readability as structures and naturalize themselves as events.18 Thus, as Marx observes, “[P]rimitive accumulation plays approximately the same role in political economy as original sin does in theology.”19 In contrast, Jodi Byrd argues, “[D]iscourses of racialization […] consolidated into the predominant and ‘original’ 
sin of the United States that evacuated colonization as a process.”20 Despite these similarities, recent theories of primitive accumulation and settler colonialism diverge in significant ways as well. Taking similarity as a starting point, then, sheds light on the specificity of difference. It helps us to map structures. And to understand, in the most basic sense, what is meant by the term “structure,” and if/how this differs, for instance, from what Elizabeth Povinelli calls an “event,” “quasi‐event,” or “eventfulness.”21 By focusing on the relationship between primitive accumulation and settler colonialism, the conventional meaning of the former (within political economic theory) is modified by the latter. And it is modified, I                                                         16 David Harvey, for instance, highlights the “creative destruction” or “predatory devaluation of assets” as one form of accumulation by dispossession. Harvey, The New Imperialism, 181‐82. Elsewhere, Harvey argues that the management and manipulation of crises is one of four main elements of accumulation by dispossession during the contemporary neoliberal era. “One of the prime functions of state interventions and of international institutions is to orchestrate crises and devaluations in ways that permit accumulation by dispossession to occur without sparking a general collapse or popular revolt.” Harvey, Spaces of Global Capitalism, 47. 17 Read, The Micro­Politics of Capital, 27. 18 Reflecting on the power of landscape, W.J.T. Mitchell argues that it “effaces its own readability and naturalizes itself.” Mitchell, Landscape and Power, 2. 19 Karl Marx, Capital, Volume One (New York: Penguin Books, 1990), 873. 20 Byrd, The Transit of Empire, 164. 21 Povinelli, Economies of Abandonment. 
  127 
suggest, in ways that make political economy more relevant to anti‐colonial struggle. Indigenous critical theory, in other words, allows us to consider the specific 
means by which primitive accumulation functions within settler‐colonial contexts. As geographer Cole Harris notes, “It is important to identify the powers in the settler colonial arsenal, map their positions, and sort out some of their linkages.” “The geography of dispossession,” he continues, “is explained more precisely when the powers that effected it are disaggregated.”22 One of my goals, therefore, in examining this relationship is to disaggregate processes that are often conflated or subsumed.23 While this chapter emphasizes points of intersection between primitive accumulation and settler colonialism as ongoing processes, it resonates with recent work emerging from the field of political theory, which focuses on similar intersections at more foundational stages in the history of capitalism. To put it another way, although this genealogy of settler accumulation privileges the present                                                         22 Cole Harris, “How Did Colonialism Dispossess? Comments from an Edge of Empire,” Annals of the 
Association of American Geographers, Vol. 94, No. 1 (2004), 179‐80. Likewise, Gillian Hart suggests, “Accumulation through dispossession may be a useful first step in highlighting the depredations wrought by neoliberal forms of capital, but it needs to be infused with concrete understandings of specific histories, memories, meanings of dispossession. To be grasped as an ongoing process, dispossession also needs to be rendered historically and geographically specific, as well as interconnected—and these specificities and connections can do political as well as analytical work.” Hart, “Denaturalizing Dispossession,” 988. 23 Initially I was somewhat ambivalent about the utility of primitive accumulation vis‐à‐vis settler colonialism. As such, this chapter is intended more to provoke questions than to provide definitive answers. My interest in the relationship between primitive accumulation and settler colonialism was inspired, in part, by a lively discussion about settler colonialism and its connection to imperialism on Joanne Barker’s blog, “Tequila Sovereign.” Initially, Barker expressed some skepticism about the value of settler colonialism as a concept. What is specific about settler colonialism? And what is this particular form of violence construed in relation to? Given that settler colonialism has been described as “a distinctive component of imperialism,” “a certain mode of colonialism/imperialism,” and “a form or strategy of empire,” Barker asks, why not just call it imperialism or empire? I share Barker’s concern, in this case about the specificity and utility of primitive accumulation, which Povinelli in turn characterizes as an “imperial undergarment of capitalist expansion.” Yet I also share Barker’s curiosity and commitment to think seriously about its analytical and strategic potential, particularly within settler colonial contexts. These descriptions, linking settler colonialism and imperialism, were posted as comments on Joanne Barker’s blog. Patrick Wolfe, “A Note to T.S. from Patrick Wolfe” (May 4, 2011), accessed June 20, 2013, http://tequilasovereign.blogspot.com/2011/05/note‐to‐ts‐from‐patrick‐wolfe‐re‐ts.html; Mark Rifkin, “Comments from Mark Rifkin” (May 2, 2011), accessed June 20, 2013, http://tequilasovereign.blogspot.com/2011/05/comments‐from‐mark‐rifkin‐re‐my‐note‐to.html; Tobold Rollo, “Defining ‘Settler Colonial Studies’” (September 30, 2011), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.toboldrollo.com/2011/09/30/431/. See also Povinelli, Economies of 
Abandonment, 18. 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tense, it nevertheless bears a compatibility with historical accounts of “settler contracts,” “settler capitalism,” and “contractual dispossession,” which are situated closer to the points of departure of capitalist modes of production.24  
Indigenizing Primitive Accumulation  Although it did not originate with him, the theory of primitive accumulation is most closely associated with Karl Marx, who reformulated Adam Smith’s notion of                                                         24 Onur Ulas Ince, for instance, examines “a general elision of the relationship between imperial political economy and political theory” within critical scholarship on liberalism and empire (1). In particular, he focuses on Edward Gibbon Wakefield, a nineteenth‐century political economist and colonial entrepreneur involved in the British settlement of Australia and New Zealand. Wakefield’s plan of “systematic colonization”—as opposed to “spontaneous colonization”—responded to “a double ‘labor problem’ that afflicted the British Empire” and threatened “implosion in the metropole and degeneration in the colonies” (3). Part of his plan, therefore, addressed the relative surplus of land and the relative scarcity of labor in the colonies. To resolve this predicament, Wakefield advocated that colonial laborers submit—begrudgingly, perhaps, but for the common good—to a “quasi‐tacit social contract of dispossession” or “contractual dispossession” (51). Government intervention—embodied by the social contract—was necessary, he argued, “to create land as a commodity and an object of investment” (41). Ultimately, Ince characterizes Wakefield’s plan, which hinged on a “sufficient price theory” that reproduced dispossessed labor in the colonies, as “a fantasy for accommodating the imperative of primitive accumulation within a liberal cast” (51). As a means, in other words, of “reconciling the imperatives of a capitalist imperial economy with liberal political and economic tenets” (4).  The logic of settler accumulation implicates both settlers and indigenous peoples, albeit asymmetrically. Wakefield’s theory of colonization, Ince argues, “reveals that the victims of dispossession and rule implicit in the settler contract were not limited to Native inhabitants, but equally importantly, encompassed the very settler populations that displaced the indigenous peoples” (53). Although Wakefield “almost insisted [on] looking past” the “indigenous savage,” his plan of “systematic colonization” is nevertheless predicated on a double dispossession—first of indigenous peoples and second of immigrant colonial laborers (26). The logic of settler accumulation embedded in this plan—Wakefield’s “contractual fantasies of dispossession”—resonates, in turn, with processes of secondary dispossession described by Karl Jacoby in Crimes Against Nature and Louis Warren in The Hunter’s Game. All of these examples help us, in Ince’s words, to “discern the ur‐language, the grammar of primitive accumulation, in which we find articulations of the destruction of lifeworlds and their reconstitution in the image of capital” (56). Onur Ulas Ince, “Capitalism, Colonization, and Contractual Dispossession: Wakefield’s Letters from Sydney” (paper presented at the annual meeting for the American Political Science Association, New Orleans, Louisiana, August 30‐September 2, 2012), accessed June 20, 2013, http://ssrn.com/abstract=2105112; Karl Jacoby, 
Crimes Against Nature: Squatters, Poachers, Thieves, and the Hidden History of American Conservation (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2001); Warren, The Hunter’s Game. For a different perspective, one that considers the present‐day implications of social contract theory in relation to the claims of indigenous peoples, see Robert Nichols, “Indigeneity and the Settler Contract today,” 
Philosophy & Social Criticism (Published online January 16, 2013), accessed June 20, 2013, http://psc.sagepub.com/content/early/2013/01/16/0191453712470359.abstract. In contrast to Ince, Nichols’s genealogy of the “Settler Contract” highlights the “mode of argumentation or style of reasoning endemic to social contract theory,” and questions ideal theories of justice and general definitions of “indigeneity” derived from social contract theory (4, 17). 
  129 
“previous accumulation” in order to describe “an accumulation which is not the result of the capitalist mode of production, but its point of departure.”25 “So‐called primitive accumulation,” writes Marx, “is nothing else than the historical process of divorcing the producer from the means of production.”26 In contrast to classical political economists, Marx emphasized the historical basis of primitive accumulation, especially its violent character.27 “In actual history,” he argues, “it is a notorious fact that conquest, enslavement, robbery, murder, in short, force, play the greatest part. […] As a matter of fact, the methods of primitive accumulation are anything but idyllic.”28 The history of expropriation, Marx concludes, “is written in the annals of mankind in letters of blood and fire.”29 Despite his insistence on its violent character, primitive accumulation, for Marx, remains largely confined to a historical period of transition to the capitalist mode of production. Moreover, it is generally posited as a necessary and/or inevitable phase of development. By implicating it in the contemporary neoliberal project, geographer David Harvey has popularized the concept of primitive accumulation over the past decade, which he refers to as “accumulation by dispossession,” since, in his words, “it seems peculiar to call an ongoing process ‘primitive’ or ‘original.’”30 In contrast to Marx, Harvey explicitly emphasizes its continuous character. “Accumulation through dispossession,” he insists, “is to be construed […] as a necessary condition for capitalism’s survival.”31 Fundamental to its logic, proletarianization (or separation) and privatization encompass a wide range of processes, many of which are ostensibly unrelated.32 Moreover, as Harvey notes, “Accumulation by dispossession                                                         25 Marx, Capital, Volume One, 873. 26 Ibid, 874‐75. 27 Michael Perelman, The Invention of Capitalism: Classical Political Economy and the Secret History of 
Primitive Accumulation (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2000), 25‐28. 28 Marx, Capital, Volume One, 874. 29 Ibid, 875. 30 Harvey, The New Imperialism, 144. “Accumulation by dispossession,” Harvey argues, “re‐emerged from the shadowy position it had held prior to 1970 to become a major feature within the capitalist logic” (184‐85). 31 Harvey, Spaces of Global Capitalism, 91. 32 “A closer look at Marx’s description of primitive accumulation,” Harvey argues, “reveals a wide range of processes. These include the commodification and privatization of land and forceful expulsion of peasant populations; the conversion of various forms of property rights (common, collective, state, etc.) into exclusive private property rights; the suppression of rights to the 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can occur in a variety of ways and there is much that is both contingent and haphazard about its modus operandi.”33 Given this complexity, Harvey elaborates on the processes identified by Marx, while also offering contemporary examples of accumulation by dispossession, such as intellectual property rights, biopiracy, and the “corporatization and privatization” of public assets, including universities, water, and public utilities.34 Of particular relevance to the Alberta/Montana borderlands, Harvey cites the “escalating depletion of the global environmental commons (land, air, water) and proliferating habitat degradations,” as well as “the commodification of cultural forms [and] histories.”35 Glen Coulthard’s work represents arguably the most direct and sustained engagement with Marx’s notion of primitive accumulation within indigenous studies. Primitive accumulation—the dual process of dispossession and proletarianization—is best understood, he argues, as “an ongoing practice of dispossession that never ceases to structure capitalist and colonial social relations in the present.”36 Coulthard identifies three aspects of Marx’s thesis that “must be addressed in order to make it more relevant to an analysis of colonial domination and Indigenous resistance in Canada,” as well as in liberal settler societies more generally.37 These include Marx’s “excessively temporal framing,” “normative developmentalism,” and the “asymmetrical” politics of state recognition and accommodation, which contrast with the overt violence and coercion that Marx emphasizes in his account of primitive accumulation.38 To address these concerns, Coulthard recommends “shift[ing] our analysis from primitive accumulation’s primary emphasis on the capital‐relation to the colonial‐relation.”39 Shifting, in                                                         commons; the commodification of labour power and the suppression of alternative (indigenous) forms of production and consumption; colonial, neo‐colonial, and imperial processes of appropriation of assets (including natural resources); the monetization of exchange and taxation, particularly of land; the slave trade; and usury, the national debt, and ultimately the credit system as radical means of primitive accumulation.” Harvey, The New Imperialism, 145. 33 Harvey, The New Imperialism, 149. 34 Ibid, 147‐48. 35 Ibid, 148. 36 Glen Coulthard, “Subjects of Empire?,” 213‐14. 37 Ibid, 12. 38 Ibid, 12, 13, 21. 39 Ibid, 214. 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other words, from proletarianization to dispossession. The history and experience of the latter, Coulthard suggests, “has been the dominant background structure shaping the character of the relationship between Indigenous peoples and the Canadian state.”40 Echoing Coulthard, Peter Kulchyski attributes the tepid embrace of political economy within the context of indigenous anti‐colonial struggle to its overemphasis on the temporal aspects of oppression. “It is possible to argue that precisely what distinguishes anti‐colonial struggles from the classic Marxist accounts of the working class,” he writes, “is that oppression for the colonized is registered in the spatial dimension—as dispossession—whereas for workers, oppression is measured as exploitation, as the theft of time.”41 This claim, which highlights a persistent devaluation of space, foreshadows Mark Rifkin’s critique of Giorgio Agamben’s theory of sovereign power, bare life, and the state of exception. Employing metaphors “divorced from territoriality,” Rifkin argues, “[Agamben’s] emphasis on biopolitics tends to come at the expense of a discussion of geopolitics, the production of race supplanting the production of space….”42 Both Kulchyski and Rifkin build on a fundamental insight articulated by Vine Deloria Jr. in God Is Red. “American Indians hold their lands—places—as having the highest possible meaning,” Deloria writes, “and all their statements are made with this reference point in mind.”43 Within the context of political economy, Kulchyski’s distinction, in                                                         40 Ibid, 19‐20. 41 Peter Kulchyski, Like the sound of a drum: Aboriginal cultural politics in Denendeh and Nunavut (Winnipeg: University of Manitoba Press, 2005), 88.  42 Rifkin continues, “I am suggesting, then, that the biopolitical project of defining the proper ‘body’ of the people is subtended by the geopolitical project of defining the territoriality of the nation, displacing competing claims by older/other political formations as what we might call bare 
habitance.” As a form of “sovereign violence,” Rifkin argues, “The effort to think biopolitics without geopolitics, bare life without bare habitance, results in the erasure of the politics of collectivity and occupancy: what entities will count as polities and thus be seen as deserving of autonomy, what modes of inhabitance and land tenure will be understood as legitimate, and who will get to make such determinations and on what basis?” Mark Rifkin, “Indigenizing Agamben: Rethinking Sovereignty in Light of the ‘Peculiar’ Status of Native Peoples,” Cultural Critique, Vol. 73 (2009), 90, 94. For more on the intersection of settler colonialism and biopolitics, see Scott Lauria Morgensen, “The Biopolitics of Settler Colonialism: Right Here, Right Now,” Settler Colonial Studies, Vol. 1, No. 1 (2011), 52‐76.  43 “Western European peoples,” Deloria continues, “have never learned to consider the nature of the world discerned from a spatial point of view.” Vine Deloria, Jr., God Is Red: A Native View of Religion (Golden, CO: Fulcrum Publishing, 1994), 62‐63. Similarly, Stefano Varese notes, “The central struggle 
  132 
particular, tends to collapse the different forms of accumulation into a singular process.44 His analysis also ignores the degree to which primitive accumulation, as it has been re‐theorized over the past decade, actually emphasizes the spatial dimensions of oppression.45 Space is increasingly emphasized, moreover, in a way that unsettles the rigid space/time binary.46 Re‐thinking primitive accumulation vis‐à‐vis settler colonialism, I suggest, enables us to better appreciate the role of time as an “eliminatory strategy.” In a general sense, it provides us with a more nuanced understanding of the means by which time is spatialized and space is temporalized.47 These processes are central, for instance, in theories such as Mishuana Goeman’s “performance of temporality,” Jean O’Brien’s “firsting and lasting,” Pauline Wakeham’s “time‐warping” and “time‐lagging,” and Elizabeth 
                                                        of the indigenous peoples is still the old one: the defense of their lands and territories.” Stefano Varese, “Indigenous Epistemologies in the Age of Globalization,” in Juan Poblete (ed), Critical Latin 
American and Latino Studies (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2003), 147. 44 Describing primitive accumulation as “an incomplete and recurring process,” the RETORT Collective, for instance, warns against conflating dispossession exclusively with labor. “The process is incomplete in another sense: namely, that it is not simply the dispossession of labor(ers) that is key to primitive accumulation, but all forms of dispossession. And these forms recur, and reconstitute themselves, endlessly: the reconstitution is fundamental to capitalism as a system.” RETORT (Iain Boal, T. J. Clark, Joseph Matthews, Michael Watts), Afflicted Powers: Capital and Spectacle in a New Age 
of War (New York: Verso, 2005), 75‐6. 45 In this sense, primitive accumulation evinces a certain compatibility with settler colonialism, which explicitly posits land (i.e. the theft of land) as primary. “[S]ettler colonialism is first and foremost a territorial project,” asserts Patrick Wolfe, “whose priority is replacing natives on their land rather than extracting an economic surplus from mixing their labor with it. […] These eliminatory strategies all reflect the centrality of land, which is not merely a component of settler society but its basic precondition.” Wolfe, “Structure and Event,” 103. 46 The reassertion of space becomes problematic if it denies or obscures the substantive role of labor in colonial processes. In that case it simply affirms Jessica Cattelino’s observation that “wage labor is ideologically positioned in America as not indigenous.” Jessica R. Cattelino, High Stakes: Florida 
Seminole Gaming and Sovereignty (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2008), 48. Arguably, Kulchyski downplays the extent to which federal assimilation policy sought to both dispossess land 
and subordinate labor. Michael Wise, for example, reveals connections between land and labor—within the context of “food colonialism”—on the Blackfeet Reservation. “This first agency slaughterhouse,” he argues, “provided both the political and physical means to subordinate Blackfeet land and labor within Montana’s growing livestock industry” (60). Incidentally, Wise briefly discusses the criminalization of traditional subsistence hunting practices as important moments of primitive accumulation (63). Michael Wise, “Colonial Beef and the Blackfeet Reservation Slaughterhouse, 1879–1895,” Radical History Review, Vol. 2011, No. 110 (Spring 2011), 59‐82. 47 This responds to Scott Lauria Morgensen’s explicit call for a “theory of temporality” within the specific context of settler colonialism. “If settler colonialism is produced by processes of elimination and replacement and by teleologies of modernity and civilization, it immediately invites theory of temporality.” Morgensen, Spaces Between Us, 24. 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Povinelli’s “tense of the other” and “governance of the prior.”48 In a more concrete sense, it enables us to discern the temporal and spatial character of various forms of “slow violence,” such as blood quantum, which J. Kehaulani Kauanui describes as “a colonial project in the service of land alienation and dispossession.”49 Generally speaking, indigenous critical theory, when it explicitly engages primitive accumulation, has focused more on the concept as it was theorized by Marx and less on the idea as it has been reformulated. Thus, its utility within settler colonial contexts has never truly been vetted and it remains, I believe, under‐theorized and under‐valued as both an analytical and political tool. Coulthard’s critique of Marx, for example, is incisive and necessary. However, it does not fully resolve the question of primitive accumulation’s relevance, since the concept—not to mention the processes it seeks to explain—has evolved a great deal since Marx’s time.  
Accumulation by (Failed) Dispossession  Moving beyond Marx, what happens to primitive accumulation when we stop assuming that dispossession was successful and instead start from the conviction that settler colonialism is, in part, a failed project? By denaturalizing dispossession, in other words, how does settler colonialism destabilize and modify theories of primitive accumulation? Indigenous critical theory calls attention to a fundamental paradox, whereby violence has not ended, yet invasion has not succeeded. Thus, it signals the failure of settler colonialism at the same moment it highlights the continuous character of dispossession. To describe the settler colonial project as a failure, in the most basic sense, is to acknowledge the simple fact that indigenous peoples have not been eliminated. “The condition of Indigeneity in North America,” argues Audra Simpson,                                                         48 Mishuana Goeman, “Introduction to Indigenous Performances: Upsetting the Terrains of Settler Colonialism,” American Indian Culture and Research Journal, Vol. 35, No. 4 (2011), 12‐14; O’Brien, 
Firsting and Lasting; Wakeham, Taxidermic Signs, 203; Povinelli, Economies of Abandonment, 34‐42; Povinelli, “The Governance of the Prior,” 22‐23. 49 Kauanui, Hawaiian Blood, 10; Rob Nixon, Slow Violence and the Environmentalism of the Poor (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2011). 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“is to have survived this acquisitive and genocidal process and thus to have called up the failure of the project itself.”50 Simpson states this even more bluntly in a recent lecture.  Under the conditions of settler colonialism in North America, which is an ongoing and structural project to acquire land, to maintain that land, and to eliminate who is on it, there has been a great violence, a dispossession, and, thankfully, there has been failure. It did not completely work. There are still Indians. Some still know this. Some will defend what they have left. And will persist, robustly.51  The project has failed in other more subtle ways as well, particularly as it relates to the question of land (i.e. the alienability of land). In addition to its “inability to bind land to settler societies,” invasion has failed to “expunge Indigenous sense of place,” a fact which Mishuana Geoman describes as “the anxiety producing thorn in the side of nation‐states.”52 Taking up dispossession as a failed project forces us to move beyond the property paradigm and to acknowledge what Aileen Moreton‐Robinson calls an “ontological relationship to land,” which she also describes as an “inalienable relation to land” that constitutes an indigenous subject position.53 “Ontological belonging,” Moreton‐Robinson argues, “is omnipresent, and continues to unsettle non‐Indigenous belonging based on illegal dispossession.”54 In this vein, Eric 
                                                        50 Simpson, “Settlement’s Secret,” 205. 51 Simpson, “Mohawk Interruptus.”  52 Goeman, “From Place to Territories and Back Again,” 25. Regarding anxiety, Aileen Moreton‐Robinson argues, “The omnipresence of Indigenous sovereignty is part of the ontological condition that shapes patriarchal white sovereignty’s investment in itself and its anxiety about dispossession.” Moreton‐Robinson, Sovereign Subjects, 96. 53 Moreton‐Robinson writes, “Our ontological relationship to land, the ways that country is constitutive of us, and therefore the inalienable nature of our relation to land, marks a radical, indeed incommensurable, difference between us and the non‐Indigenous. This ontological relation to land constitutes a subject position that we do not share, and which cannot be shared, with the postcolonial subject whose sense of belonging in this place is tied to migrancy. Indigenous people may have been incorporated in and seduced by the cultural forms of the colonizer but this has not diminished the ontological relationship to land. […] There is always a subject position that can be thought of as fixed in its inalienable relation to land. This subject position cannot be erased by colonizing processes which seek to position the Indigenous as object, inferior, other, and its origins are not tied to migration.” Moreton‐Robinson, “I Still Call Australia Home,” 31. 54 Moreton‐Robinson, “I Still Call Australia Home,” 24. 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Cheyfitz defines land not simply as a resource or commodity but as “the nonfungible matrix of the community” and “the inalienable ground of the communal.”55 And for Glen Coulthard, land functions as “an ontological framework for understanding relationships.”56 To entertain the possibility of failure is thus to recognize indigenous sovereignty as “more than a mere conferral.” Instead, as Audra Simpson affirms, “it is both inherent and unceded.”57 To denaturalize dispossession is to confront “the ontological dilemma indigeneity poses to the colonizing nation‐state.”58 This move shifts the conversation from assumptions about aboriginal dispossession to questions about white possession, including its precarity, often signified by anxiety.59 And this shift, in turn, raises a series of new questions about the relationship between primitive accumulation and settler colonialism. Firstly, would it be more accurate to describe accumulation by dispossession as accumulation by possession? Where the possessive investment of settlers overlays but does not (because it cannot) extinguish indigenous ties to a landscape, which remains, in a fundamental sense, inalienable. Secondly, is the continuous character of primitive accumulation contingent on and enabled by the failure of settler colonialism? In other words, does failure allow processes of primitive accumulation to endure? Alternately, would settler colonialism, if successful, actually impede the proliferation of these accumulation practices? Thirdly, is it possible to identify a unique set of processes 
                                                        55 Eric Cheyfitz, “What Is a Just Society? Native American Philosophies and the Limits of Capitalism’s Imagination: A Brief Manifesto,” The South Atlantic Quarterly, Vol. 110, No. 2 (Spring 2011), 292. 56 Coulthard, “Place Against Empire,” 79. Elsewhere Coulthard writes, “Stated bluntly, the theory and practice of Indigenous anti‐colonialism, including Indigenous anti‐capitalism, is best understood as a struggle primarily inspired by and oriented around the question of land—a struggle not only for land in the material sense, but also deeply informed by what the land as system of reciprocal relations and 
obligations can teach us about living our lives in relation to one another and the natural world in non‐dominating and non‐exploitative terms—and less around our emergent status as ‘rightless proletarians.’” Coulthard, “Subjects of Empire?,” 19‐20. These definitions of land resonate with Massimo De Angelis’s account of primitive accumulation as “a process that formed a basic ontological condition for capitalist production, rather than just a historical precondition.” Glassman, “Primitive accumulation, accumulation by dispossession,” 615. 57 Audra Simpson, “Under the Sign of Sovereignty: Certainty, Ambivalence, and Law in Native North America and Indigenous Australia,” Wicazo Sa Review, Vol. 25, No. 2 (2010), 120; Moreton‐Robinson, 
Sovereign Subjects, 87. 58 Byrd, The Transit of Empire, 203. 59 Moreton‐Robinson, “Towards a new research agenda?,” 383‐395. 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that we might call settler accumulation?60 In other words, does a distinct form of 
accumulation emerge from the dialectic between primitive accumulation and settler colonialism, which cannot be reduced to either of its constitutive elements? Lastly, given that primitive accumulation might also be described as a failed project—in the sense that it, too, remains unfinished—does this recurring double‐failure sustain the dialectic of settler accumulation? In other words, does settler accumulation proliferate by pitting one flexible structure or “condition of possibility” against another structure? In the abstract, the answers to these questions, particularly the last two, would seem to be affirmative. In an effort to discern the logic of settler accumulation at work in the specific context of the Alberta/Montana borderlands, these questions resurface in the concluding sections of this chapter.  
Resisting Settler Accumulation  The possibility of failure, invoked above, also breathes new life into Karl Polanyi’s contention that land is a “false” or “fictitious commodity.”61 It could be argued, in other words, that the continuous character of settler colonialism is similarly predicated on a false or fictitious dispossession, albeit one with profound material consequences. “The commodity description of labor, land, and money,” argues 
                                                        60 The notion of settler accumulation seeks to identify, more precisely, a set of processes related to yet distinct from “racialized dispossession” and “settler capitalism.” Moore, Suffering for Territory, 129‐152; Gillian Hart, “Forging Connections: Giovanni Arrighi’s Conceptions of the World” (paper presented at “Dynamics of the Global Crisis, Antisystemic Movements and New Models of Hegemony,” Museo Nacional Centro de Arte Reina Sofia, Madrid, Spain, May 25‐29, 2009, accessed June 20, 2013, http://geography.berkeley.edu/documents/Hart_Forging.pdf. 61 If settler colonialism casts Polanyi’s notion of the “fictitious commodity” in a different light, our understanding of how primitive accumulation functions vis‐à‐vis settler colonialism, likewise, benefits from an engagement with Karl Marx’s obscure “trinity formula,” which he first articulates in an unfinished chapter near the end of Volume III of Capital. In this equation, Marx emphasizes land and its relation to labor and capital in the “social production process.” Gillian Hart is one of only a handful of scholars to call attention to “the importance of a relatively neglected theme in Marx’s writings—his explication of the ‘trinity formula’ in volume III of Capital that includes the commodification of land/nature along with labor and capital.” Karl Marx, Capital, Volume Three (New York: Penguin Books, 1991), 953‐70. For analysis of Karl Marx’s “trinity formula,” see Henri Lefebvre, 
The Production of Space, trans. Donald Nicholson‐Smith (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 1991), 324‐27; Hart, “Denaturalizing Dispossession,” 980‐81; Fernando Coronil, “Towards a Critique of Globalcentrism: Speculations on Capitalism’s Nature,” Public Culture, Vol. 12, No. 2 (2000), 355‐58. 
  137 
Polanyi in The Great Transformation, “is entirely fictitious.”62 The unchecked 
commodification of fictitious commodities eventually calls forth resistance, which Polanyi refers to as the “double movement” of capitalism.63 Within the context of settler colonialism, especially anti‐colonial struggle, Massimo De Angelis’s reformulation of primitive accumulation is perhaps the most useful of recent theories. Building on Polanyi’s notion of the “double movement,” De Angelis argues that the distinctive shape of primitive accumulation’s continuous character is 
contingent on the forms of social conflict it encounters.64 Resistance, in other words, plays a vital role in reproducing primitive accumulation as an ongoing process. “In Polanyi’s terms,” De Angelis writes, “the continuous element of Marx’s primitive accumulation could be identified in those social processes or sets of strategies aimed at dismantling those institutions that protect society from the market. The crucial element of continuity in the reformulation of Marx’s theory of primitive accumulation arises therefore once we acknowledge the other movement of society.”65 “Primitive accumulation,” argues De Angelis, “acquires meaning vis‐à‐vis patterns of resistance and struggle.” Thus, it can be defined as “a recurrent strategy vis‐à‐vis the continuous character of struggles.”66 De Angelis’s reformulation has major implications for the relevance of primitive accumulation within settler colonial contexts. Indeed, it seems to confirm the presence of settler accumulation as a distinct set of processes. If, as Glen Coulthard argues, “the history and experience of dispossession, not proletarianization, […] continues to inform the dominant modes of Indigenous resistance,” then settler accumulation must therefore respond to the                                                         62 Polanyi continues, “But labor, land, and money are obviously not commodities; the postulate that anything that is bought and sold must have been produced for sale is emphatically untrue in regard to them. […] Land is only another name for nature, which is not produced by man.” Karl Polanyi, The 
Great Transformation: The Political and Economic Origins of Our Time (Boston: Beacon Press, 2001), 75‐76. For an application of Polanyi’s concept of fictitious commodities, see W. Scott Prudham, Knock 
on Wood: Nature as Commodity in Douglas­Fir Country (New York: Routledge, 2005), 10‐12. 63 James McCarthy, “Privatizing conditions of production: trade agreements as neoliberal environment governance,” Geoforum 35 (2004), 327‐341. 64 De Angelis argues, “[Primitive accumulation] also acquires a continuous character dependent on the inherent continuity of social conflict within capitalist production.” Massimo De Angelis, The 
Beginning of History: Value Struggles and Global Capital (London: Pluto Press, 2007), 141. 65 Massimo De Angelis, “Marx and Primitive Accumulation: The Continuous Character of Capital’s Enclosures,” in Werner Bonefeld (ed), Subverting the Present, Imagining the Future (Brooklyn: Autonomedia, 2008), 39. 66 Ibid, 42‐44. 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specific forms of anti‐colonial resistance it encounters.67 In short, this suggests that primitive accumulation matters within settler colonial contexts.  
How it matters is another question, one that hinges partly on the way we understand resistance. Resistance, of course, is not without complexity and contradiction. And in fetishizing it we run the risk of flattening dissent.68 As with accumulation, there are multiple forms of resistance—a wide spectrum of means and ends. Describing indigenous “arts of resistance,” James Tully differentiates between struggles for and of freedom. The former involve “resisting the colonial systems as a whole,” whereas the latter entail “exercising […] freedom of manoeuvre within the system.”69 Overlooking the diversity of resistance, De Angelis’s theory fails to explain subjects who refuse settler recognition and, in turn, refuse to resist in ways that are legible to the state. Based on ethnographic research with the Kahnawake Mohawk near Montreal, Audra Simpson, for example, describes international border crossing not as a negative transgression of a colonial imposition but rather as a positive assertion or enunciation of indigeneity and sovereignty. The U.S.‐Canada border therefore serves as an occasion for enunciation, not resistance. “The people of Kahnawake do not resist,” Simpson argues, “they are.”70                                                          67 “[W]hen related back to the primitive accumulation thesis,” writes Coulthard, “it appears that the history and experience of dispossession, not proletarianization, has been the dominant background structure shaping the character of the relationship between Indigenous peoples and the Canadian state. Not only this, but I would also argue that dispossession also continues to inform the dominant modes of Indigenous resistance and critique that this relationship has produced.” Coulthard, “Subjects of Empire?,” 19‐20. 68 Insisting that “the local is implicated in the production of the global,” geographer Doreen Massey, for example, challenges the “persistent tendency to exonerate the local” and also “metaphorical ‘geographies of resistance,’” exemplified by Michel de Certeau’s theory of strategies and tactics and “pedestrian street acts.” “They are all […] forms of spatial fetishism,” she argues, “assuming a politics from a geography. They play out a romance of detachment, which refuses to recognize any implication in this ‘power,’ or to take responsibility for it. And by doing this, they lose a possible point of purchase for an effective politics.” Massey, For Space, 103. See also Noel Castree’s response to Massey. Noel Castree, “Differential geographies: place, indigenous rights and ‘local’ resources,” 
Political Geography, Vol. 23, No. 2 (2004), 133‐167. For a general discussion of “geographies of resistance,” see Steve Pile and Michael Keith (eds), Geographies of Resistance (New York: Routledge, 1997). 69 James Tully, “The Struggles of Indigenous Peoples for and of Freedom,” in Duncan Ivison, Paul Patton, and Will Sanders (eds), Political Theory and the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 42. 70 Simpson, “To the Reserve and Back Again,” 54. 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If De Angelis insufficiently explains struggles of freedom, exemplified in this case by Kahnawake border crossing, he also oversimplifies struggles for freedom, particularly around the question of how modes of resistance are constrained by colonial power. Given the manner in which he re‐conceptualizes primitive accumulation, it is somewhat ironic that De Angelis does not adequately account for the fact that resistance is likewise shaped to a certain extent by the structures it opposes. Invoking Foucault, Wendy Brown reminds us that “political resistance is figured by and within rather than externally to the regimes of power it contests.”71 Not only are the forms of resistance transformed in this process but also the subjects of resistance. De Angelis, in other words, does not address “the subject constitution that domination effects.”72 If primitive accumulation is contingent, as De Angelis suggests, on the forms of resistance it encounters, it is equally contingent on the forms and subjects of resistance it produces—and reproduces. These subjectivities, in turn, are managed within liberal and settler colonial contexts. In short, De Angelis underestimates the dynamism of a feedback loop in which subjects, once produced, continue to shape the continuous character of primitive accumulation. Recent theories of primitive accumulation, in some cases, do account for the production of subjectivities, but not within specifically colonial or settler colonial environments. Silvia Federici, for example, highlights the “accumulation of differences and divisions.” Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri emphasize “social accumulation.” And Jason Read describes the “accumulation of subjectivity.”73 In                                                         71 Brown, States of Injury, 3. 72 Ibid, 7. 73 Silvia Federici writes, “Primitive accumulation, then, was not simply an accumulation and concentration of exploitable workers and capital. It was also an accumulation of differences and divisions within the working class, whereby hierarchies built upon gender, as well as ‘race’ and age, became constitutive of class rule and the formation of the modern proletariat.” Silvia Federici, 
Caliban and the Witch (Brooklyn, NY: Autonomedia, 2004), 63‐64. In contrast, Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri argue, “What is necessary is not merely an accumulation of wealth or property, but a 
social accumulation, the creation of capitalists and proletarians.” Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, 
Empire (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2000), 256. “Primitive accumulation,” writes Jason Read, “is not simply the accumulation of wealth, or a transfer of the means of production from the hands of the artisans and peasantry to the hands of the nascent capitalists, it is also the accumulation of subjectivity, the accumulation of social power. […] It is necessary to produce a subject that can find its place within apparatuses and networks of capital.” Read, The Micro­Politics of 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contrast, Glen Coulthard wrestles explicitly with the question of subjectivity in relation to empire. The liberal politics of recognition, he argues, as opposed to overt state violence or the “silent compulsion” of markets, structures the contemporary neo‐colonial relationship between indigenous peoples and the state. Employing Frantz Fanon’s critique of Hegel’s master‐slave dialectic and focusing in particular on the psycho‐affective dimensions of imperial power, Coulthard argues, “The politics of recognition in its contemporary form promises to reproduce the very configurations of colonial power that Indigenous peoples’ demands for recognition have historically sought to transcend.”74 In short, recognition produces “Indigenous subjects of empire.”  Coulthard’s project builds on Wendy Brown’s investigation of “how certain well‐intentioned contemporary political projects and theoretical postures inadvertently redraw the very configurations and effects of power that they seek to vanquish.”75 And the process of interpellation described by Coulthard deepens our understanding of what Elizabeth Povinelli calls the “cunning of recognition.”76 It implies, moreover, a related cunning of resistance. Following Coulthard, we must ask not simply how resistance shapes the continuous character of primitive accumulation, but how resistance by “subjects of empire,” including “settler subjects,” structures its character. Within the context of settler colonialism and decolonization, moreover, we might question whether Polanyi’s double movement is in fact a triple movement. The cunning of both recognition and resistance explains why Coulthard seeks alternative models at the end of his essay. Rejecting the possibility of “ushering in an era of peaceful co‐existence” within a neo‐colonial                                                         
Capital, 153. For a discussion of the production of settler subjectivity, see Morgensen, Spaces Between 
Us, 18. 74 Coulthard, “Subjects of Empire,” 439. 75 Brown, States of Injury, ix. “[P]rogressive efforts to pursue justice along lines of legal recognition of identity,” Brown concludes, “corroborate and abet rather than contest the ‘political shape’ of domination in our time” (28). See also Lauren Berlant, Cruel Optimism (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2011). 76 Povinelli argues, “The cunning of recognition, as opposed to the law of recognition, is that, given the dense relationship between intimate sovereignty and liberal humanism, the demand that indigenous people demonstrate their rule by custom within the field of racial difference is also a practice of dehumanization. Dehumanization is the price they must pay for even the most remedial forms of recognition.” Povinelli, The Empire of Love, 227‐228. See also Povinelli, The Cunning of 
Recognition. 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framework, Coulthard concludes with a brief articulation of the “prefigurative” or “transformative praxis” of “critical individual and collective self‐recognition.” This process of self‐affirmation bypasses “recognition‐based models of liberal pluralism,” and refuses the gift of what Fanon calls “white liberty and white justice.” Instead, it cultivates and propagates profoundly non‐imperialist relationships “within and between peoples and the natural world.”77 Returning briefly to Marx and the question of capital accumulation, David Harvey insists that it “indeed has a dual character. But the two aspects of expanded reproduction and accumulation by dispossession are organically linked, dialectically intertwined.”78 Arguably, the same could be said of primitive accumulation and settler colonialism. The similar manner in which the two processes have been theorized in recent decades may just be a coincidence. More likely, it reflects the extent to which the ongoing processes are “dialectically intertwined.” The growing density of intersections demonstrates the need for more nuanced—historically and spatially specific—theories of primitive accumulation and settler colonialism. As we confront a triple crisis of colonization, capitalism, and climate change, there is a need not only for theories of settler accumulation but also new modes of resistance that are attuned to its flexible and cunning character. On the question of resistance, Harvey argues, “Above all, the connectivity between struggles within expanded reproduction and against accumulation by dispossession must assiduously be cultivated.”79 By supplementing De Angelis’s resistance‐based model of primitive accumulation with critical theories such as Coulthard’s “subjects of empire,” Povinelli’s “cunning of recognition,” and Brown’s “states of injury,” we are cultivating this connectivity and moving toward these new forms of “prefigurative” or “transformative praxis.”                                                          77 Coulthard, “Subjects of Empire,” 456.  78 “It therefore follows,” Harvey continues, “that the struggles within the field of expanded reproduction (that the traditional left placed so much emphasis upon) have to be seen in dialectical relation with the struggles against accumulation by dispossession that the social movements coalescing within the anti‐ and alternative globalization movements are primarily focusing upon.” Harvey, The New Imperialism, 176. 79 Harvey, The New Imperialism, 179. 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Walking the Frack and Fracking the Walk on the Blackfeet Reservation  Returning to Stephen Colbert’s waterslide and Wily Wimpus’s volcano—to Glacier National Park and Shelby, Montana—allows us to assess the logic of settler accumulation on the ground. Wimpus’s idea for an artificial volcano was, of course, never realized. Instead, Chief Mountain is now widely recognized as a sacred site. In 1981, the Blackfeet Tribal Business Council passed a resolution declaring Chief Mountain off‐limits to all people “except those who use the mountain for spiritual retreat purposes.”80 The fact that Chief Mountain straddles the boundary between Glacier National Park and the Blackfeet Reservation, as well as the U.S.‐Canada border, may explain why the National Geographic Society chose to list the sacred peak as a “Not‐to‐be‐Missed Destination” in its glossy 2009 “Crown of the Continent Geotourism MapGuide.” Today, efforts are ongoing to nominate Chief Mountain to the National Register of Historic Places as a “Traditional Cultural Property,” which would afford it an additional degree of protection. Although the initial bout of “oil‐strike fever” subsided shortly after Wimpus’s announcement, a boom‐and‐bust cycle of oil speculation ran its course throughout the twentieth century.81 Despite the Tribal Council’s resolution banning development within a mile of Chief Mountain, virtually all of the Blackfeet Nation’s 
                                                        80 “Chief Mountain as an Historical/Contemporary Spiritual Retreat Area,” 1981, box 176, folder 5, Glacier National Park Archives (GNPA). Because Chief Mountain straddles the boundary between Glacier National Park and the Blackfeet Reservation the resolution (#140‐82) only pertains to the eastern half of the peak over which the tribe has jurisdiction.  81 Historian Paul Rosier notes, “By 1926 the once‐contagious oil excitement in Montana had virtually disappeared on the Blackfeet Reservation.” Paul C. Rosier, Rebirth of the Blackfeet Nation, 1912­1954 (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2001), 49. For a detailed history of oil development on the Blackfeet Reservation from 1910‐1930, see Michael F. Foley, “An Historical Analysis of the Administration of the Blackfeet Indian Reservation by the United States, 1855‐1950s” (Washington D.C.: U.S. Indian Claims Commission, Docket Number 279‐D, 1975), 500‐508. For a history of oil in Montana, see Don Douma, “Second Bonanza: The History of Oil in Montana, Part I,” The Montana 
Magazine of Western History, Vol. 3, No. 4 (Autumn 1953), 18‐31; Don Douma, “Second Bonanza: The History of Oil in Montana, Part II,” The Montana Magazine of Western History, Vol. 4, No. 1 (Winter 1954), 42‐51; Don Douma, “Second Bonanza: The History of Oil in Montana, Part III,” The Montana 
Magazine of Western History, Vol. 4, No. 2 (Spring 1954), 42‐49; Don Douma, “Second Bonanza: The History of Oil in Montana, Part IV,” The Montana Magazine of Western History, Vol. 4, No. 3 (Summer 1954), 45‐49. 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1.5 million acres are currently leased for oil and gas exploration.82 Just east of the reservation, the Kevin‐Sunburst Oil Field remains productive.83 And today the region is poised for the next big boom and locals are buoyed by optimism. The rise of hydraulic fracturing and horizontal drilling technologies, instrumental to the development of the Bakken Shale Formation in eastern Montana and western North Dakota (including the Fort Berthold Indian Reservation), is also fueling speculation in northwestern Montana.84 “Apostles of ‘Bakken gold’ insist that what’s different this time is that this time is different, the history of frontier avarice notwithstanding,” observed Chip Brown in a recent story in the New York Times 
Magazine. “This is the boom that is going to change everything without the remorse and misgivings that have marked the aftermath of so many past orgies of resource extraction.”85 On April 19, 2012, T.J. Show, Chairman of the Blackfeet Tribal Business Council, testified before the Subcommittee on Indian and Alaska Native Affairs (House Committee on Natural Resources) about the impact of the Bureau of Land Management’s proposed hydraulic fracturing regulations on tribal energy development. The imposition of state and local laws, Show argued, would infringe on tribal sovereignty. Citing a high unemployment rate, shortage of housing, inadequate medical facilities, and a general lack of economic development opportunities, Show expressed frustration “with the continued reduction of federal funds available to fulfill treaty obligations for essential services.” The Tribal Business Council, Show concluded, was left with no choice but to develop the 
                                                        82 Tristan Scott, “Oil exploration plans suspended at Blackfeet sacred site,” Missoulian (March 18, 2012); Alex Sakariassen, “Boom and Gloom,” Missoula Independent (June 24, 2010). 83 The Somont Oil Company, for instance, maintains roughly 400 oil wells in Toole County, which generate about 300 barrels of oil per day. Somont Oil Company, Inc., “Company Profile,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://somontoil.com/profile.html. 84 Recent articles on the fracking boom include: Jack Healy, “Tapping Into the Land, and Dividing Its People,” New York Times (August 15, 2012); Sierra Crane‐Murdoch, “The Other Bakken Boom: America’s biggest oil rush brings tribal conflict,” High Country News (April 16, 2012); Dan Testa, “’Fracking’ Ramps Up on Blackfeet Reservation,” Flathead Beacon (August 17, 2011); Tristan Scott, “Oil, gas dilemma for Blackfeet Tribe: Revenue versus environment,” Missoulian (August 7, 2011); Andrea Peacock, “Battle in the Backbone of the World,” CounterPunch, Vol. 18, No. 6 (March 16‐31, 2011); Sakariassen, “Boom and Gloom.” 85 Chip Brown, “North Dakota Went Boom,” The New York Times Magazine (February 3, 2013), 24. 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reservation’s oil and gas resources in a responsible manner.86 Stressing the lack of meaningful consultation with the BLM and the adequacy of existing Indian Mineral Development Agreements, Show insisted, “[T]hese additional requirements will render reservation development less attractive and open doors for our neighboring fee land owners to realize the financial benefits of oil development long before we do.”87   Four months after T.J. Show’s congressional testimony, a small group of Blackfeet women embarked on a seven‐day pilgrimage across the reservation. The “Chief Mountain Water Walk” was organized to call attention to the perils of hydraulic fracturing, particularly in relation to the tribe’s water resources. From August 5‐11, 2012, the women walked south along the Rocky Mountain Front from the base of Chief Mountain to Heart Butte Summit, a distance of 80 miles. The organizers of the walk called on their own tribal government to place a moratorium on oil and gas exploration, in order to, at the very least, conduct a comprehensive environmental assessment, including baseline data on water quality. Co‐founder of Blackfeet Women Against Fracking, Lori New Breast said, “The oil companies have pretty much had carte blanche access to our land, but there hasn’t been any free flow of information to those of us with a strong connection to the land. People are signing away their leases and they don’t understand the consequences.”88 In                                                         86 T.J. Show testified, “The Blackfeet Tribal government, like many other tribal governments, is frustrated with the continued reduction of federal funds available to fulfill treaty obligations for essential services. Thus, the Blackfeet Council has determined that development of the large pools of oil and natural gas that exist on the Blackfeet reservation, in a responsible manner, is the most viable option to improve the Reservation economy, to provide jobs to Tribal members, to provide necessary services on the Reservation, and to bring some measure of improvement to the standard of living of Blackfeet tribal members. […] In conclusion, the Blackfeet Nation hopes to proceed with responsible oil and gas exploration and development while remaining always mindful of environmental protection. Further, we are not proposing the hydraulic fracturing occur without regulation. However, BLM’s proposed rule is not the appropriate rule for Indian Country development and will likely prevent development of reservation fossil fuels.” T.J. Show (Chairman of the Blackfeet Tribal Business Council, Blackfeet Nation), “Testimony on the Bureau of Land Management’s Hydraulic Fracturing Rule’s Impact on Indian Tribal Energy Development,” House Committee on Natural Resources, Subcommittee on Indian and Alaska Native Affairs (April 19, 2012), accessed June 20, 2013, http://naturalresources.house.gov/calendar/eventsingle.aspx?EventID=289030. 87 The Indian Mineral Development Act of 1982 authorized the Indian Mineral Development Agreements, which the tribe negotiated with three oil and gas companies beginning in 2008. 88 Tristan Scott, “Blackfeet women join together to oppose oil, gas ‘fracking,’” Missoulian (June 30, 2012). For additional coverage of the walk, see Karl Puckett, “Water walkers protest fracking on 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addition to calling for more stringent regulations, other groups such as the Blackfeet Anti‐Fracking Coalition and the Blackfeet Oil Project have begun documenting the growth of oil and gas exploration on the reservation through photographs and interactive maps.89 These grassroots organizations, as well as events like the Water Walk, are part of a growing movement of indigenous resistance to fracking and resource colonization more broadly. Just across the border in southern Alberta, for instance, three women from the Kainai (Blood) Tribe—members of the larger Blackfoot Confederacy—were arrested on September 9, 2011 for blockading a reserve road in order to prevent Murphy Oil trucks from accessing a fracking site.90 Shortly after the walk’s conclusion the New York Times published a feature story about the Blackfeet’s drilling dilemma. The Tribal Council’s decision to “tap their land’s buried wealth,” observed Jack Healy, has “divided the tribe while igniting a debate over the promise and perils of hydraulic fracturing […] in a place where grizzlies roam into backyards and many residents see the land as something living and sacred.”91 Indicative of these divisions, Chairman T.J. Show and three other incumbents were ousted from the Blackfeet Tribal Business Council in elections on June 26, 2012. In addition to intertribal tensions, the article also noted the growing concern of officials at Glacier National Park. Superintendent Chas Cartwright, for example, has requested a full‐scale environmental review of drilling on the reservation. “In a July 31 letter to the Bureau of Indian Affairs, he raised concerns about how drilling might affect grizzly bear populations, air quality and the vistas from mountain perches inside the park.”92 And in an earlier letter to the                                                         Blackfeet reservation,” Great Falls Tribune (August 6, 2012); Tristan Scott, “Blackfeet women make pilgrimage to call attention to hydraulic fracturing on native land,” Missoulian (August 11, 2012).  89 To view the online maps documenting the growth of oil and gas exploration on the Blackfeet Reservation, see Tony Bynum, “Oil Drilling – the Rocky Mountain Front and Blackfeet Indian Reservation,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://tonybynum.com/oil‐project/; Blackfeet Anti‐Fracking Coalition, accessed June 20, 2013, https://www.facebook.com/pages/Blackfeet‐Anti‐Fracking‐Coalition/256172387736753. 90 Meghan Grant, “Arrests made in Blood Tribe fracking blockade,” CBC News (September 11, 2011); Elle‐Máijá Tailfeathers, “Fractured land: A first‐hand account of resistance to fracking on Blood land,” 
Briarpatch Magazine (February 28, 2012). 91 “Yes, there is beauty here on the Blackfeet reservation,” began Healy, “but there is also oil, locked away in the tight shale thousands of feet underground.” Healy, “Tapping Into the Land, and Dividing Its People.” 92 Healy, “Tapping Into the Land, and Dividing Its People.” 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Bureau of Indian Affairs, Cartwright argued, “Cumulative impacts to park and Reservation resources cannot be adequately addressed on a well‐by‐well basis.”93 In response to this initial letter, a local newspaper published an editorial highlighting the irony of the park’s concern.   Reading Glacier Park superintendent Chas Cartwright’s Dec. 6 letter to the Blackfeet Agency in Browning got me to wondering what would have happened if the Blackfeet Nation had asked for a full‐blown [Environmental Impact Statement] when the Great Northern Railroad announced plans to build roads, trails and lodges inside Glacier Park and to promote the area as major tourist attraction.94    With its wry humor, the editorial offers clues about the insidious nature of settler colonialism; a structure that once naturalized allows much to be taken for granted. Although Chas Cartwright opened his letters by reaffirming that the park “understands and appreciates the economic opportunities that oil and gas development may bring to the Blackfeet Tribe,” it is easy to see how the park’s interests—its desire to protect grizzly bear habitat, for instance—align with certain forms of indigenous resistance more readily than with others. Cartwright’s concerns about the potential impacts of drilling on scenic vistas, while perfectly valid, nevertheless stir up memories of earlier disagreements over “visual resources.” The precise location of the park’s eastern boundary, for example, has been the subject of much conflict over the past one hundred years. Motivated in part by a desire to shelter tourists from abject poverty on the adjacent Blackfeet Reservation, park officials have repeatedly sought to extend Glacier’s boundary further east to include Highway 89. Throughout the 1920 and 1930s, in particular, Stephen T. Mather,                                                         93 Chris Peterson, “Park wants closer scrutiny of oil drilling,” Hungry Horse News (February 15, 2012). 94 The editorial continued, “The visual landscape certainly changed from all that development in the Park, albeit the Blackfeet enjoy some of the benefits of tourism. But one has to wonder if a lot of the polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons that Cartwright expresses concerns about might come from the motor vehicles transporting the 2 million visitors the Park hosts each year. Many of them putter up the Sun Road, idling at each vista point or construction site. […] The big difference between efforts by environmental groups to shut down drilling along the Rocky Front west of Choteau and shutting down drilling on the Blackfeet Reservation, it should be noted, is the number of people living there who need an economic boost. I'd ask them what they want to do.” Richard Hanners, “Blackfeet oil drilling raises questions,” Hungry Horse News (February 22, 2012). See also Associated Press, “Blackfeet irked by Glacier officials’ drilling worries,” Missoulian (December 21, 2012). 
  147 
Director of the National Park Service, as well as his successor Horace Albright, strongly advocated extending Glacier six miles into the reservation to its “natural eastern boundary,” which roughly coincided with Highway 89, also known as the Blackfeet Highway.95 After expressing an understanding of the need for economic development, Cartwright cautioned, “[W]e would like to see it done in such a way that park resources and the traditional homeland of the Blackfeet are not harmed.” Evoking the contentious history of the park’s eastern boundary—denaturalizing settler colonialism—raises questions about the sincerity of the park’s concern for the Blackfeet’s traditional homeland. Despite focusing on divisions within the tribe, the New York Times failed to consider how the tribe’s choices— in this case, to drill or not to drill—are structurally limited and how settler colonialism disavows practices of “sustainable self‐determination.”96 Unsurprisingly, the newspaper did not speculate about how these divisions facilitate different forms of accumulation. Nor did it consider how seemingly antagonistic forms of resistance are intertwined with the politics of tribal sovereignty and self‐determination. On the other hand, T.J. Show’s testimony and the Chief Mountain Water Walk highlight the cunning of resistance. The Blackfeet Tribal Business Council and the Water Walkers are both resisting colonization, but they are contesting different “conditions of possibility.” And doing so, moreover, from different positions as “subjects of empire.” The Blackfeet’s drilling dilemma, then, might better be understood vis‐à‐vis the logic of settler accumulation, which, in this case, does seem to proliferate by pitting flexible structures (and subjectivities) against one another. The logic also thrives by positioning different forms of resistance in opposition—by sowing division, in other words. In 2006, for instance, a ten‐year moratorium on oil and gas leasing in the Lewis and Clark National Forest—including the sacred Badger‐Two Medicine area—was made permanent through an Act of Congress. This ban put additional development pressure on the adjacent Blackfeet Reservation. It is not surprising, therefore, that the Tribal Business Council passed a resolution that same year opening up the                                                         95 Spence, Dispossessing the Wilderness, 89‐100; Warren, The Hunter’s Game, 126‐151. 96 Corntassel, “Toward Sustainable Self‐Determination,” 105‐132. 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western portion of the reservation to oil and gas leasing. This allowed the Denver‐based Anschutz Exploration Corporation to begin drilling exploratory wells on a 400,000‐acre tract of land that abuts Glacier Park’s eastern boundary. This example epitomizes the Blackfeet’s drilling dilemma and highlights the tribe’s “severely and structurally limited economic opportunities.”97 Furthermore, this example is not without precedent. In 1895, the Blackfeet were forced to sell 800,000 acres of land—the so called “Ceded Strip”—that would later comprise the eastern half of Glacier National Park. Prior to the sale, small quantities of copper and gold had been discovered and illegal prospectors flooded the reservation in search of mineral wealth. “The Blackfeet were negotiating from a weak position […] and failure to reach an agreement with the government might have proven catastrophic,” notes environmental historian Mark Spence. “Nothing could prevent miners from invading the reservation, and the tribe might eventually have to give up the land without any compensation.”98 Efforts to stem the tide were further compromised by Indian agents who were in cahoots with mining interests.99 Produced in part through the antagonistic relationship between different forms of resistance, the false choice—to drill or not to drill—also resonates with anthropologist Jessica Cattelino’s notion of the “double bind of need‐based sovereignty,” which, she argues, is “a key modality of settler colonialism in the United States.”100 Focusing on the Florida Seminoles, Cattelino considers how                                                         97 Cattelino, High Stakes, 55. 98 Spence, Dispossessing the Wilderness, 80. 99 Spence writes, “The influx of fortune hunters wreaked havoc on the reservation and occupied most of the tribal police’s time in a losing effort to evict trespassers and curb their abuses. Reservation officials, who had a vested interest in keeping order on Blackfeet lands and hoped to stake claims of their own in the mountains, made common cause with mining interests and successfully petitioned the government for a cession of the western part of the reservation.” Spence, Dispossessing the 
Wilderness, 78‐79. See also Trista Thornberry‐Ehrlich, “Glacier National Park Geologic Resource Evaluation Report,” Natural Resource Report NPS/NRPC/GRD/NRR—2004/001 (Denver, Colorado: National Park Service, 2004). 100 Jessica R. Cattelino, “The Double Bind of American Indian Need‐Based Sovereignty,” Cultural 
Anthropology, Vol. 25, No. 2 (2010), 238. “In the most general terms,” Cattelino writes, “this double bind works as follows: American Indian tribal nations (like other polities) require economic resources to exercise sovereignty, and their revenues often derive from their governmental rights; however, once they exercise economic power, the legitimacy of tribal sovereignty and citizenship is challenged in law, public culture, and everyday interactions within settler society. This is a double bind for indigenous peoples in the classic sense that competing possible paths to overcoming the dilemma negate one another, posing a contradiction and leading to no possible resolution” (235‐36). 
  149 
economic independence threatens political autonomy. “The absence of need,” she writes, “has the potential to render indigenous politics unrecognizable to the state.”101 In the Blackfeet’s case, however, a double bind of use‐based sovereignty may be a more suitable description for a form of “graduated sovereignty” that is encoded with a “use it or lose it” logic. The tribe’s recognizability, in other words, is contingent on its willingness to exercise the power conferred by the Indian Mineral Development Act of 1982 and to fully exploit its own natural resources. Failure to do so jeopardizes an arrangement in which regulatory authority is strategically outsourced by the state.102 Leanne Simpson highlights this false choice in a recent interview with Naomi Klein about the Idle No More movement. “We do not have the ability to say no to development on our homelands,” she admits. Nevertheless, “putting people in the position of having to chose between feeding their kids and destroying their land is simply wrong. Ultimately we’re not talking about a getting a bigger piece of the pie […] we’re talking about a different pie.”103 It is useful, here, to situate the drilling dilemma not only in a settler colonial context but also in a neoliberal one. Anthropologist Thomas Biolsi, for instance, asserts that tribal sovereignty needs to be understood in relation to critical theories of governmentality and neoliberalism. In this context, sovereignty, he writes, “is about tribes being responsibilized for the welfare of their ‘own’ tribal members, and about Indian ‘nations’ being held accountable—by the federal and state 
                                                        101 Cattelino, “The Double Bind,” 242. See also Cattelino, High Stakes; Jessica R. Cattelino, “Fungibility: Florida Seminole Casino Dividends and the Fiscal Politics of Indigeneity,” American Anthropologist, Vol. 111, No. 2 (2009), 190‐200. For a variation on Cattelino’s notion of the “double bind,” see Noriko Ishiyama, “Environmental Justice and American Indian Tribal Sovereignty: Case Study of a Land–Use Conflict in Skull Valley, Utah,” Antipode, Vol. 35, No. 1 (2003), 119‐139. Ishiyama writes, “By elucidating the historical geography of Skull Valley and politics of tribal sovereignty, I argue that a prolonged process of historical colonialism has produced a landscape of injustice in which the tribe’s choices have been structurally limited” (119). 102 Thomas Biolsi, “Political and Legal Status (‘Lower 48’ States),” in Thomas Biolsi (ed), A Companion 
to the Anthropology of American Indians (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2004), 244. 103 Simpson states, “We do not have the ability to say no to development on our homelands. At the same time, I think that partnering with large resource extraction industries for the destruction of our homelands does not bring about the kinds of changes and solutions our people are looking for, and putting people in the position of having to chose between feeding their kids and destroying their land is simply wrong. Ultimately we’re not talking about a getting a bigger piece of the pie—as Winona LaDuke says—we’re talking about a different pie.” Naomi Klein, “Dancing the World into Being: A Conversation with Idle No More’s Leanne Simpson,” Yes! Magazine (March 5, 2013). 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governments and by their own tribal citizens—for everything from ‘the economy’ (which is to say, jobs on the reservation) to civil and human rights.”104 Revealing its darker side, Biolsi considers “tribal sovereignty as not only a key area of struggle by native people, but also as a form of colonial domination by which Indian people make their own history, but not in ways of their own choosing.”105 Similarly, Randel Hanson cautions, “The transformation of the nature of political sovereignty and economic processes in the world over the past decades have created greater opportunities for indigenous resistance, survival, and self‐determination and greater opportunities for indigenous colonization and exploitation.”106 The logic of settler accumulation, like Cattelino’s “double bind,” helps to expose and navigate this neoliberal paradox.   
“Big Night in the Big House”  Meanwhile, down the road in Shelby the engine of primitive accumulation rumbles on and the “enthusiasm industry” is still robust, albeit more diversified. The town has embraced new markets for wind, carbon, prisons, border security, cultural heritage, and eco‐tourism, while simultaneously nurturing old markets for oil, natural gas and the military. Shelby, in other words, seems to be hedging its bets. For a brief period during the Cold War era, missile silos displaced oil wells as the most lucrative holes in the ground.107 Today the 341st Missile Wing,                                                         104 Biolsi, “Political and Legal Status,” 244. Biolsi continues, “While at first blush this might sound progressive or even democratic, the powerful ideological effect of this form of tribal responsibilization is the offloading of obligations for the welfare of Indian people from the federal or 
state governments, or the nation at­large—imagined as a community” (244). 105 Biolsi, “Political and Legal Status,” 231. See also Thomas Biolsi, Deadliest Enemies: Law and the 
Making of Race Relations on and off Rosebud Reservation (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2007), xxix‐xxxvii.  106 Randel D. Hanson, “Contemporary Globalization and Tribal Sovereignty,” in Thomas Biolsi (ed), A 
Companion to the Anthropology of American Indians (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2004), 298. “As it concerns Indian nations,” Hanson writes, “neo‐liberalism seeks to encourage American Indian reservation communities to conceive of and treat reservation lands as market commodities, leveraging them for whatever business venture comes along” (285).  107 “People have punched holes in the Rocky Mountain Front many times before. The first industrial oil operations came in the 1920s. In the ‘50s, a new kind of digger showed up: the U.S. Air Force. ‘That was probably the wildest time,’ Choteau rancher and outfitter Dusty Crary said. ‘Everybody was running around building missile silos.’ Military humvees still zip back and forth between chain‐link‐
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headquartered at Malmstrom Air Force Base in Great Falls, is one of three U.S. Air Force bases that maintains and operates the Minuteman III intercontinental ballistic missile. In the late 1960s, at the height of the Cold War, the 341st Wing operated 200 Minuteman II missiles, spread throughout a 23,500‐square mile complex. Covering nine counties in west‐central Montana, it was the largest missile complex in the world.108  Supplementing the military base and its missile silos, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, now a component of the Department of Homeland Security, constructed new state‐of‐the‐art facilities in Shelby in 2005 and nearby Sunburst in 2009.109 “A recent influx of dozens of U.S. Homeland Security forces along the Montana‐Canada border is driving a flurry of economic activity on the Hi‐Line that has local leaders smiling and small‐town merchants counting heavier tills,” reported the Great Falls Tribune. “‘This is going to be one of the largest positive impacts on the whole Hi‐Line that there’s been in years,’ Shelby Mayor Larry Bonderud said. ‘Houses are being sold, groceries are being bought, kids are in school…. It’s just new dollars being kicked up and down Main Street, which rural Montana needs.’”110  In an effort to forestall the need for waterslides at Glacier National Park, Shelby has seized on new market‐based solutions to the looming climate crisis. And in so doing, it offers a textbook example of primitive accumulation and new                                                         fenced silo pads that dot the Teton County landscape, although Crary wonders how many nuclear warheads still lurk down there. Oil men were also busy in the 1950s, doing seismic work along the mountain foothills. They returned in the 1970s and ’80s, finding a few spots that still produce oil today.” Rob Chaney, “Oil exploration has some Front residents excited, others worried about change,” 
Missoulian (March 4, 2012). 108 “The 341st Missile Wing operates, maintains and secures 150 missiles, providing strategic deterrence for the nation as the wing has continuously done since 1962—remaining America’s ‘Ace in the Hole.’” U.S. Air Force Fact Sheet, “341st Missile Wing,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.malmstrom.af.mil/library/factsheets/factsheet.asp?fsID=4671. 109 Border Patrol stations were initially established in Shelby and Sweet Grass in 1924. See Department of Homeland Security, “Shelby Station,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/border_security/border_patrol/border_patrol_sectors/havre_sector_mt/stations/shelby.xml; Department of Homeland Security, “Sweetgrass Station,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/border_security/border_patrol/border_patrol_sectors/havre_sector_mt/stations/sweetgrass.xml. 110 “The U.S. Border Patrol added 60 officers to the 464‐mile stretch from the Continental Divide to the North Dakota line. They are part of 700 officers moved from the Mexican border to join the 300 already stationed across the entirety of the U.S.‐Canada border.” Jared Miller, “Border boom: Increased security brings Hi‐Line windfall,” Great Falls Tribune (February 15, 2004). 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enclosures in action. The 210‐megawatt Glacier Wind Farm—Montana’s largest—went online in 2009. In September 2012, an opening ceremony was held for a second major project, the 189‐megawatt Rim Rock Wind Farm, located twenty‐five miles north of the Glacier Wind Farm.111 According to developer NaturEner, Rim Rock’s 189 wind turbines will “offset an estimated 450,000 tons of carbon dioxide per year. The equivalent of taking 95,000 vehicles off US highways.”112 Not to be outdone, in 2011, Montana State University’s Big Sky Carbon Sequestration Partnership (BSCSP) launched an $85 million, eight‐year project, funded primarily by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), to capture and store carbon dioxide in the Kevin Dome, a 700‐square mile underground geologic feature in Toole County.113 As the “bucket of cold water,” which doused an earlier oil boom, has warmed over the past century, Shelby has slowly come to recognize the value of its unique cultural heritage. To boost tourism in north‐central Montana, the Champions Park Committee is raising funds to construct an outdoor interpretive center at the site of the Dempsey‐Gibbons fight.114 The 40,208‐seat stadium was dismantled shortly                                                         111 David Murray, “Rim Rock powers up: New 189 megawatt wind energy project located between Cut Bank and Shelby,” Great Falls Tribune (September 15, 2012); Dillon Tabish, “State’s Single Largest Wind Farm Powers Up,” Flathead Beacon (September 25, 2012). 112 NaturEner, “The Big Picture,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.naturener.net/rimrock/our‐commitment‐to‐montanans/the‐big‐picture. 113 Big Sky Carbon Sequestration Partnership, “Kevin Dome Large Scale Storage Project,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.bigskyco2.org/research/geologic/kevinstorage. Although the Blackfeet Nation is not actively engaged in carbon sequestration, other tribes have recently entered the market for carbon credits. Describing itself as “a greenhouse gas management service,” the National Indian Carbon Coalition (NICC), a joint project of Indian Land Tenure Foundation and Intertribal Agriculture Council, was formed in 2012 to provide “project development resources and training for tribal nations and American Indian landowner associations entering the carbon credit marketplace.” Currently, the Coalition is working with the Nez Perce Tribe in Idaho and the Fort Peck Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes in eastern Montana. National Indian Carbon Coalition, accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.indiancarbon.org/. See also Jim Robbins, “Sale of Carbon Credits Helping Land‐Rich, but Cash‐Poor, Tribes,” New York Times (May 8, 2007).   114 Robert K. Elder, “Town rallying to raise money for memorial,” Chicago Tribune (December 30, 2004). “I give you this glimpse of boxing history to campaign on behalf of the Champions Park Committee to build an interpretive historical center commemorating the 1923 fight. A group of dedicated citizens have been diligently working for several years to complete the park on the original fight sight with a full size ring holding life size bronzes of Jack Dempsey, Tommy Gibbons and the referee. Kiosks throughout the park will depict pictures and audio highlights recounting fight events as well as feature the history of northern Montana homesteading, the oil and gas industry and the railroad. The Committee has thus far raised approximately $150,000 of the estimated $500,000 price tag. Funds thus far, have been raised through private donations.” “Champions Park,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://championsparkmt.com/Articles.htm; “Champions Park: Where the Legend Lives Forever,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.ctadisplay.com/client/cpbuild/index.html. 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after the fight in 1923, with most of the lumber salvaged and sold. Today, the unmarked site is home to the local Pizza Hut franchise. Soon, however, committee members hope to use the fight’s legacy to sell more than just pizza and breadsticks. “[H]istory, even if it’s painful, can be a commodity,” observes Shelby’s mayor. According to the Chicago Tribune, “Mayor [Larry] Bonderud sees the [Dempsey‐Gibbons] story as indicative of something indelible in Shelby’s spirit. ‘Maybe it’s genetic now… the concept that it’s OK to stick your neck out and try something. So today we are still calculated risk‐takers in our promotion of the community,’ he says, citing the city’s new private prison, the first of its kind in the state, as evidence.”115 In 1999, the Crossroads Correctional Center, Montana’s first private prison, opened in Shelby. The $32 million facility, owned by Corrections Corporation of America, was designed to house 620 prisoners.116 Prior to opening, the prison threw a party for a curious public. “Before the prisoners begin arriving next week,” reported the Missoulian, “the townspeople will break in the facility Saturday at the ‘Big Night in the Big House’ party sponsored by Corrections Corporation of America, the Shelby Chamber of Commerce and the Shelby Merchants Association.”    More than 1,500 tourists from Shelby and across Montana and Canada are expected to try out the new facility. For $5, people can tour the facility, eat prison meals and even spend the night in a cell. And the warden is even lowering his standards to take ‘bribes.’ Liles said for a $20 donation people can order their friends to solitary confinement cells. But for another $20 donation that ‘inmate’ can ‘get out of jail for free.’ All the proceeds go toward the chamber’s community improvement projects. ‘It’s a real rare opportunity for people,’ Shelby Mayor Larry Bonderud said.117  
                                                        115 Elder, “Heavyweight disaster.” 116 Peter Johnson, “At the Crossroads, a decade later in Shelby,” Great Falls Tribune (September 13, 2009); Corrections Corporation of America (CCA), “Crossroads Correctional Facility,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.cca.com/facility/crossroads‐correctional‐facility/. Pending the outcome of a current lawsuit, Native American inmates at the Crossroads Correctional Center may no longer be required to submit to strip searches before participating in sweat lodge ceremonies. Eve Byron, “Helena judge dismisses some parts of inmates’ sweat lodge case,” Independent Record (March 4, 2012).  117 Erica Curless, “State’s first private prison opens next week,” Missoulian (August 27, 1999). 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Although “Big Night in the Big House” may indeed have been a rare opportunity, examples of primitive accumulation abound in Shelby. These ongoing processes intersect in predictable and unpredictable ways with structures of settler colonialism, which in turn creates new opportunities that we might identify as examples of settler accumulation. When primitive accumulation and settler colonialism are theorized as distinct or unitary processes, Shelby remains a small town located twenty miles east of the present‐day Blackfeet Reservation. When theorized as intersecting processes, however, Shelby is transformed. Its location is unsettled. And it becomes a small town that lies at the heart of the Blackfeet’s traditional aboriginal territory. Moreover, we are reminded that prior to the 1888 Sweet Grass Hills Treaty, in which the Blackfeet were forced to cede 17 million acres, the land upon which Shelby sits was part of a vast reservation stretching across northern Montana. Ultimately, this transformation serves as an invitation to grapple with the profoundly political implications of these histories in the present, as well as in the presence of robust and evolving indigenous geographies that have never been extinguished. The stories of Glacier National Park and Shelby, like the stories of climate change and colonization, are deeply entwined.118 With much less fanfare than its neighbor to the west, the town of Shelby also celebrated its centennial in the summer of 2010. Named after Peter P. Shelby, General Manager of the Montana Central Railroad, the town was officially founded in 1910, the same year Glacier National Park was established. A limited edition centennial poster juxtaposes a steam engine, a pump jack, ears of wheat, wind turbines, and the silhouette of a howling wolf—all in a state of tranquil co‐existence. Its style derived from the Work Projects Administration (WPA) posters that were produced from 1936 to 1943 as part of Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s New Deal. The journey out of Shelby reveals as much about the logic of settler accumulation as a stop at the town’s sleepy Visitor Information Center and Chamber of Commerce, located at the corner of Main Street and Montana Avenue. Two miles                                                         118 Their origin stories are indelibly linked, for instance, vis‐à‐vis the expansion of the Great Northern Railway across the Northern Plains. 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of east of Shelby on the shoulder of Highway 2—affectionately known as the Hi‐Line—a weathered historical marker beckons to passers‐by. White lettering carved on the wooden sign tells the story of Shelby with a distinctive blend of humor and folksiness. The sign’s title, “The Oily Boid Gets the Woim,” gives readers an immediate sense of its interpretive flair as well as foreshadowing the historical trajectory of the town. (Figure 3.1)  A narrow gauge railroad, nicknamed the ‘turkey track,’ used to connect Great Falls, Montana and Lethbridge, Alberta. When the main line of the Great Northern crossed it in 1891, Shelby Junction came into existence. The hills and plains around here were cow country. The junction became an oasis where parched cow‐punchers cauterized their tonsils with forty‐rod and grew plumb irresponsible and ebullient. In 1910 the dry‐landers began homesteading. They built fences and plowed under the native grass. The days of open range were gone. Shelby quit her swaggering frontier ways and became concrete sidewalk and sewer system conscious. Dry‐land farming didn’t turn out to be such a profitable endeavor, but in 1921 geologists discovered that this country had an ace in the hole. Oil was struck between here and the Canadian line, and the town boomed again.   The original sign, however, concluded on a slightly different note. “Oil was struck between here and the Canadian line, and they all lived happily ever after,” it read. The last sentence was eventually changed, historian Jon Axline observes, “to acknowledge contributions by area homesteaders.”119 Presumably, the message was also changed to more accurately reflect the sobering realities of the boom and bust cycle associated with the oil economy. Happiness, as the homesteaders learned, can 
                                                        119 In a brief “behind the scenes” profile of the historical marker, Axline notes, “In 1936, Scripps‐Howard newspaper chain correspondent Ernie Pyle toured Montana and was smitten by Bob Fletcher’s recently installed roadside markers. He particularly liked this one and cited its text in his weekly column (reprinted in the posthumously published Home Country in 1947), writing ‘I wish that every state historical society in America would send a delegation to Montana. They might also invite a few writers of history textbooks to go along. And if they would then practice what they had learned, I’ll bet that twenty years from now we Americans would know a lot more about American history. Montana makes its history a thing of joy, instead of a stodgy sermon.’ This marker exists today with almost the same wording as mooned over by Pyle in 1936.” Jon Axline, Montana’s Historical Highway 
Markers (Helena: Montana Historical Society Press, 2008), 81. For the complete original text, see Robert H. Fletcher, Montana Historical Markers (Montana State Highway Commission, 197?), 14, accessed June 20, 2013, http://mtmemory.org/cdm/compoundobject/collection/p267301coll1/id/4345. 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be short lived. And, of course, it is not universally experienced, with the cow‐punchers’ ebullience, for instance, coming at someone else’s expense.  Less than a half mile further east along Highway 2, a second historical marker tells the more somber story of the Baker Massacre. (Figure 3.2)   On January 23, 1870, soldiers commanded by Colonel Eugene Baker killed 173 Blackfeet Indians in a surprise attack on Heavy Runner’s camp near here on the Marias River. The strike was in retaliation for the killing of Malcolm Clarke at his ranch near Helena in 1869. A man of peace, Heavy Runner had no quarrel with the US Army. His people did not participate in Clarke’s killing nor were they hiding the perpetrators of the crime. Waving his good conduct papers and medals, Heavy Runner was the first casualty of the Baker Massacre that cold January morning. With most of the men away hunting in the Sweet Grass Hills, the soldiers fired into the lodges where women, children, and elderly slept. The soldiers took more than 100 prisoners, but once they realized many were infected by small pox, released them with no food, clothing or shelter in subzero weather. Many refugees froze or starved to death seeking shelter in nearby camps or at Fort Benton. Ironically, the soldiers were in pursuit of a hostile band led by Mountain Chief, who was camped several miles downstream at the time of the attack.    “The Baker Massacre profoundly impacted the Blackfeet people and is very much alive in tribal memory,” the sign concludes. Whereas the “Oily Boid” sign has stood beside the highway for over sixty years, the second sign was installed in 2007 at the request of the Blackfeet Nation.120 This fact alone reveals a disparity between tribal and settler memory, as well as signifying a refusal to consign the event and its afterlife to a distant and inert past. The relative obscurity of the Baker Massacre is the subject of James Welch’s opening chapter in Killing Custer: The Battle of Little 
Bighorn and the Fate of the Plains Indians. In contrast to the iconic battle of 1876—known simply as Custer’s Last Stand—the “Massacre on the Marias River,” Welch’s 
                                                        120 In a similar profile of the Baker Massacre sign, Jon Axline writes, “In the late 1990s, the Blackfeet Tribe approached the MDT about installing a marker on U.S. Highway 2, east of Shelby, to commemorate the 1870 Baker Massacre, one of the seminal events in the tribe’s history. In January 2000, the Blackfeet Community College sponsored a dedication of the yet‐to‐be‐written marker, attended by nearly one hundred tribal members. The marker was finally installed in 2007, the first collaboration between the MDT and the tribe to provide roadside interpretive markers explaining the Blackfeet contribution to Montana history.” Axline, Montana’s Historical Highway Markers, 80. 
  157 
term for the Baker Massacre, “has disappeared from public consciousness.”121 Why, he wonders, “is Custer’s Last Stand such an important part of this nation’s history, and why is the Massacre on the Marias known to so few people?”122 The latter is “more representative of what happened to Indian people who resisted the white invasion,” Welch argues.123 In conclusion, he writes, “Custer’s Last Stand has gone down in history as an example of what savagery the Indians were capable of; the Massacre on the Marias is a better example of what man is capable of doing to man.”124 Welch’s decision to begin Killing Custer by reflecting on the legacy of the Baker Massacre is telling. He does so “not only because it happened to [his] own people,” but also because the story, in his words, “needs to be told if one is to understand this nation’s treatment of the first Americans.” And, importantly, he continues, it needs to be told in order “to understand the glory and sorrow of that hot day in June 1876 when the Indians killed Custer.”125 This final addendum is perhaps most pertinent to our story. As Welch demonstrates so effectively, the histories and legacies of the Battle of Little Bighorn and the Baker Massacre are structurally linked. The connections, moreover, have only grown deeper with time. From the gravel pullout in front of the sign commemorating the Baker Massacre, a nondescript chain‐link fence is visible across Highway 2 to the north. Just a stone’s throw away from the historical marker and lacking any sort of interpretive signage, the fencing is easily overlooked. What it conceals, however, is implicated by the logic of settler accumulation as it operates in this landscape of perpetual vanishing. The fence, it turns out, encloses a Minuteman missile silo, an enduring and lethal legacy 
                                                        121 James Welch, Killing Custer: The Battle of Little Bighorn and the Fate of the Plains Indians (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1994), 38. 122 Ibid, 44. 123 Reiterating this point, later Welch writes, “The Massacre on the Marias is far more emblematic of the Indians’ fate, as they were defeated tribe by tribe by the whites who pushed into their territories in violation of treaty after treaty” (47). Welch, Killing Custer, 22‐23. 124 Welch, Killing Custer, 47. 125 Ibid, 22‐23. 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of the Cold War.126 (Figure 3.3) In Killing Custer, Welch actually describes encountering a “Cyclone‐fenced missile site” while searching for the exact location of the Baker Massacre. “It looked like nothing above ground—the only signs were the electronic presence detectors and a large slab of concrete—but deep beneath the earth a silo housed a Minuteman missile as tall as a six‐story building,” he writes. “There are maybe a thousand such missiles in Montana. Montanans like to say they are the fourth‐largest nuclear power in the world.”127 The juxtaposition of the historical markers and the missile silo is remarkable by any standard. Within a settler colonial context, however, its meaning is particularly acute. The juxtaposition gives literal expression to Jodi Byrd’s claim that “indigenous peoples […] continue to serve primarily as signposts and grave markers along the roads of empire.”128 The uncanny sequence reveals, moreover, how—in a very mundane sort of way—the “transit of empire” runs straight down Main Street in Shelby, Montana, and bleeds into an undulating expanse of prairie.129 The logic of settler accumulation helps us to read these landscapes differently, in ways that unsettle the “quietness of possession.”130 Its usefulness, then, comes in helping us to diagnose more precisely how settler colonial structures are naturalized in the landscape and how new modes of accumulation—or flexible conditions of possibility—exploit these embedded and enduring structures, just as they exploit the natural resources buried deep beneath the windswept prairie. 
                                                        126 For a comprehensive inventory and map of the missile silos, see Samuel H. Day, Jr. (ed), Nuclear 
Heartland: A Guide to the 1,000 Missile Silos of the United States (Madison, WI: The Progressive Foundation, 1988). 127 Welch, Killing Custer, 42. 128 Fully contextualized, Byrd argues, “Despite scholars’ acknowledgments of the coterminous processes of imperialism and colonialism located along the axes of racism, capitalism, and territorial expansion, indigenous peoples, especially in lands now occupied by the United States, continue to serve primarily as signposts and grave markers along the roads of empire.” Byrd, The Transit of 
Empire, 6. 129 Jodi Byrd uses the “transit of empire” as a concept to describe how the United States “deploys a paradigmatic Indianness to facilitate its imperial desires” and to promote “the global ascendancy of liberalism” (xxi, 10). She argues, for example, “The Transit of Empire […] might best be understood as a series of preliminary reflections on how ideas of Indians and Indianness have served as the ontological ground through which U.S. settler colonialism enacts itself as settler imperialism at this crucial moment in history when everything appears to be headed towards collapse.” Byrd, The 
Transit of Empire, xix. 130 Blomley, Unsettling the City, 14. 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Figure 3.1 Historical marker (Oily Boid) along Highway 2 near Shelby, Montana 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Figure 3.2 Historical marker (Baker Massacre) along Highway 2 near Shelby 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Figure 3.3 Minuteman missile silo (visible from the Baker Massacre pullout) along Highway 2 near Shelby 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CHAPTER 4 
Indians & Glaciers in a Landscape of Perpetual Vanishing  When Glacier National Park celebrated its one hundredth anniversary in 2010, a storm of uncertainty loomed on the horizon. The park’s signature glaciers, which are vanishing at an astonishing rate, were the greatest source of anxiety. Scientists now predict that all the remaining glaciers will be gone by the year 2020. The intensity of the storm was also fed by the specter of the vanishing Indian, which haunted the centennial, provoking a different sort of (colonial) anxiety. One hundred years ago, the vanishing Indian, not the glacier, served as the park’s icon. The specter ruptured a temporal border that had kept the story of yesterday’s vanishing Indian separate from that of today’s vanishing glacier. What would it mean to consider them as parts of the same story? More precisely, what would it mean to recognize that they 
already are parts of the same story? What appears to separate yesterday’s vanishing Indian from today’s vanishing glacier, in other words, are simply “unconnected connections.”1 This chapter and the following one are closely related. Together they consist of three parts. The first section—this chapter—simply establishes the fact of vanishing. Specifically, it establishes the fact that both the vanishing Indians of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and the vanishing glaciers of the early twenty‐first century are central to the story of Glacier National Park. The landscape of northwestern Montana, in other words, has borne witness to two distinct forms of vanishing over the past century. The second section—beginning in the following chapter—focuses on the continuity of vanishing, particularly as manifest in the rhetoric of vanishing. The continuity of vanishing rhetoric suggests that the contemporary “endangered glacier narrative” is not only related to but also predicated on the historical “vanishing Indian narrative.” Establishing both the fact of vanishing and its continuity involves historicizing space, which, in turn, involves transgressing temporal boundaries that separate Indians and glaciers. The third and                                                         1 Sparke, In the Space of Theory, xvi. 
  163 
final section—also part of the next chapter—interrogates the complex and contradictory logic of vanishing. What endures in this landscape of perpetual vanishing? How does the logic of vanishing function within a settler colonial context? Can endangerment—and the political authority and legitimacy mobilized through its deployment—be understood as a “condition of possibility” or as part of the structure of settler colonialism? In addition to these questions, the final section also considers the consequences of attempts to temporally confine vanishing Indians to the twentieth century and vanishing glaciers to the twenty‐first century. The continuity of vanishing suggests that these containment efforts often fail. Thus, the final section also examines how the logic of vanishing constrains present‐tense articulations of indigeneity as well as past‐tense imaginings of changing climates. The conclusion is somewhat anticlimactic, if only because it is foreshadowed throughout the chapter. The continuity of vanishing reveals a profoundly colonial dimension of climate change. If “our understanding of the physical processes that are driving climate has run far ahead of our explanations of the social processes driving the physical processes,” as Joel Wainwright argues, then the continuity of vanishing suggests that ongoing colonial processes are a central component of these broader social processes.2 Together, the three parts—spread over two chapters—seek to reconnect connections and, thereby, to demonstrate that vanishing Indians and glaciers are 
already parts of the same story. In the previous chapter, I argued that re‐thinking primitive accumulation vis‐à‐vis settler colonialism enables us to better appreciate the role of time as an “eliminatory strategy.” And it provides us, I suggested, with a more nuanced understanding of the means by which time is spatialized and space is temporalized. Focusing on the logic of vanishing, this chapter and the next one build on the previous chapter by considering more precisely how space is temporalized in settler colonial contexts. Dehistoricizing space, therefore, challenges one of the key roles of time as an “eliminatory strategy.” Chapter 6, which focuses on the politics of commemoration at Glacier National Park and the Flathead Reservation, will examine                                                         2 Joel Wainwright, “Climate Change, Capitalism, and the Challenge of Transdisciplinarity,” Annals of 
the Association of American Geographers, Vol. 100, No. 4 (2010), 984. 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in greater detail how time is spatialized in settler colonial contexts, as well as the consequences of spatial confinement.  
The Fact of Vanishing (Part I)  The story of Glacier National Park’s vanishing glaciers is told almost exclusively in the present tense, whereas the story of its vanishing Indians is told almost entirely in the past tense. Only on rare occasions do these stories intersect, unsettling an otherwise linear narrative. On April 24, 2010, for example, historian William E. Farr spoke at a symposium, hosted by Flathead Valley Community College in Kalispell, Montana, which marked Glacier National Park’s centennial.3 In his presentation, “Guardians of Glacier National Park,” Farr posed the question: “How in the world did these prairie people, the Blackfeet, become so associated with Glacier National Park?” The “culprit,” he concluded, was Louis W. Hill, President of the Great Northern Railway Company, who skillfully deployed the Blackfeet to promote tourism to the newly established park, thus transforming the Indians into “the colorful guardians of Glacier Park.” The Great Northern’s advertising campaign succeeded, in other words, in convincing the American public that the Blackfeet belonged in the park, and they quickly became “an integral part of the park experience.”4 Toward the end of his talk, Farr briefly situated yesterday’s vanishing Indians in relation to today’s vanishing glaciers.    Known as the ‘Glacier Park Indians’ or ‘Blackfeet of the Glacier Park Reservation,’ the Great Northern Publicity Department not only sent stories                                                         3 William E. Farr, “Guardians of Glacier National Park” (paper presented at History & Memory: Glacier National Park’s Centennial Year Symposium, Flathead Valley Community College, Kalispell, Montana, April 23‐24, 2010), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.crmw.org/Symposium.aspx. 4 Farr stated, “Advertising and journalism, artistic renditions, stories and legends had their impact.  Pristine lands without human occupation would, of course, hold the emerging concept of wilderness in an imaginative hammerlock and recommend policies that diminished or erased much of the native past, a policy historian Mark Spence has termed ‘dispossessing the wilderness.’  But it was a tough sell in Glacier Park, because a romantic American public had been already convinced that Blackfeet belonged there.  Moreover, popular culture wanted them to remain there—perhaps only past tense and only symbolic, but still Blackfeet—in their park, the park they called Glacier.  The Blackfeet had become an integral part of the park experience.” Farr, “Guardians of Glacier National Park,” 10.      
  165 
and pictures of these native stereotypes across the country, they sent the real thing, actual delegations made up of men, women and children, to influential organizations who invited them to major urban events that were likely to attract a great deal of public attention. The idea was to pitch the attractions of Glacier Park and to remind these American audiences that it was still possible to see in the twentieth century ‘real’ Indians in an Edenic wilderness setting. National magazines, Travel and Leslie’s, cautioned, however, ‘Scenes like these will not be witnessed long.’ It was not unlike the current fashion, what the New York Times has termed the ‘tourism of doom’—the yearning to see something before it disappears. Then, it was the summer sun dance or the much trumpeted Last Grass Dance, now, in the light of global warming, it is the desire to see polar bears, to be among the last to ascend the disappearing snow fields of Mount Kilimanjaro—or closer to home, to experience the glaciers of Glacier National Park.5   The need to establish the fact of vanishing comes as a surprise. Even with only a cursory understanding of the park’s history—or environmental or western history for that matter—one would surely be struck by the fact that vanishing Indians in the nineteenth and early twentieth century and vanishing glaciers in the early twenty‐first century have both played central roles in the park’s unfolding story. Farr’s comment, however, is the only contemporary reference to the conjuncture of vanishing Indians and glaciers that I’ve encountered. What is surprising, then, is that Farr’s remark on the uncanny nature of this seemingly conspicuous fact remains exceptional. Nonetheless, the conjuncture of vanishing Indians and glaciers, as articulated by Farr, is still bifurcated into a then and now. Indians are associated with the past and glaciers with the present.6 The “current fashion” for doom tourism, Farr suggested, is analogous to the historical “yearning to see something before it disappears.” In contrast, George Bird Grinnell and Morton J. Elrod noted a similar conjuncture of Indians and glaciers in 1924 and 1926. Importantly, however, their account situated both Indians and glaciers in a simultaneous present. The split between then and now, in other words, was absent. Whereas Farr called attention to                                                         5 Farr, “Guardians of Glacier National Park,” 7‐8. 6 In this sense, Indians occupy what Elizabeth Povinelli refers to as the “tense of the other.” In addition, the management of this tense is one aspect of the “governance of the prior.” Povinelli, 
Economies of Abandonment, 34‐42; Povinelli, “The Governance of the Prior,” 22‐23. 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the conjuncture of narratives or representations of vanishing, Grinnell and Elrod highlighted the conjuncture of vanishing as material transformations in progress. Grinnell’s observations, moreover, suggested that the stories of Indians and glaciers were not merely analogous but rather intimately intertwined.  The story of Glacier National Park’s glaciers—along with the story of the park itself—often begins with George Bird Grinnell. In 1901, for example, Grinnell proposed creating Glacier National Park in a widely cited article, “The Crown of the Continent.”7 Grinnell also figured prominently in Madison Grant’s 1919 publication, 
Early History of Glacier National Park, Montana. The park, Grant claimed, was “born in the brain of George Bird Grinnell in 1891.” And it became “an established fact” on May 11, 1910, “after 19 years of effort on his part.”8 Grant extolled Grinnell’s deep and sustained commitment to the region. “From 1887 on [Grinnell] returned each summer and autumn for a number of years, devoting his time to hunting, climbing, exploring, and the study of the Blackfeet Indians.”9 In addition, Grant called attention to the sacrifices Grinnell made in order to preserve the land and its original inhabitants. “Mr. Grinnell […] from the year 1870 has freely given his time, his money, his scientific and literary attainments, and his talents to the cause of the preservation of the forests, the wild life of the country and, above all, the welfare of the Indians of the West.”10 Although Grinnell visited Glacier National Park numerous times over a span of more than four decades, the trips made in 1885, 1887, 1924, and 1926 stand out in relation to the conjuncture of vanishing Indians and glaciers. Grinnell published detailed accounts of his first two hunting trips in a series of articles in Forest and 
Steam, a popular magazine that he edited at the time.11 Along with a few trusted companions, Grinnell was hunting not only for game but also for glaciers. And he                                                         7 George Bird Grinnell, “The Crown of the Continent,” Century Magazine 62 (September 1901), 660‐672. 8 Grant, Early History of Glacier National Park, 8. 9 Ibid, 6. 10 Ibid, 6. 11 Morton J. Elrod, “George Bird Grinnell,” no date, 1, box 16, folder 5, Mss 486, Morton J. Elrod Papers, 1885‐1959, Mansfield Library, Archives & Special Collections, University of Montana, Missoula (MLASC). See also George Bird Grinnell, “To the Walled‐In Lakes,” Forest and Stream (1885); George Bird Grinnell, “The Rock Climbers,” Forest and Stream 29 & 30 (1887‐88). 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was successful on both counts. On November 2, 1887, Grinnell first set foot on the glacier that would later bear his name. He had observed the same mass of ice from a distance two years prior but was unable to reach the glacier due to dwindling supplies and inclement weather. That same November afternoon, from a morainal ridge adjacent to the glacier, Grinnell shot a five‐year‐old ram. “Without a doubt this was the first sheep killed on or near the glacier,” Elrod boasted.12  Older and wiser, Grinnell ventured west to the Crown of the Continent in the fall of 1924, and in 1926 he once again visited Glacier National Park, this time returning to the glacier that he had discovered thirty‐nine years earlier. In his 1926 annual report, park naturalist Morton Elrod recounted Grinnell’s latest expedition to the park. “I had the pleasure and honor of taking Dr. George Bird Grinnell on a visit to Grinnell Glacier,” he noted.13 Elrod wrote extensively about his excursion with Grinnell—an indication of the pleasure he derived from the experience but also a sign of the historical significance of the data that was collected. For instance, Elrod noted, “Since Grinnell’s knowledge […] is the first authentic information on record dealing with intimate details of mountains, glaciers, birds, wild animals, and forests, these stories are, therefore, of extreme interest to the thousands of park visitors, and are the first source of information in very many ways.”14 In addition to stories, this “authentic information” included numerous photographs taken by Grinnell and his companions. “One of Dr. Grinnell’s photographs shows the portion of the glacier leading up to the Garden Wall,” Elrod wrote. “The great mass shown in the pictures is now gone. A comparison of two pictures, one taken in 1887 and one in 1926, will tell the story better than words.”15  Grinnell’s stories and photographs, combined with Elrod’s own recollections of the expeditions, thus offer some of the earliest evidence of glacial recession in 
                                                        12 Elrod, “George Bird Grinnell,” 45. 13 Morton J. Elrod, “Report of the Park Naturalist, Glacier National Park,” 1926, 8, box 19, folder 2, Mss 486, Morton J. Elrod Papers, 1885‐1959, Mansfield Library, Archives & Special Collections, University of Montana, Missoula (MLASC). 14 Elrod, “George Bird Grinnell,” 2. 15 Elrod, “Report of the Park Naturalist,” 14. 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Glacier National Park.16 These materials continue to serve as important benchmarks against which rates of recession are measured. In 1980, for example, geologist Arthur Johnson wrote, “Grinnell […] described to Elrod the glacier in 1887, as he remembered it. Together with the 1887 photographs, these reminiscences enable us to mentally reconstruct the Grinnell Glacier as it existed at time of discovery.”17 Similarly, Elrod asserted, “Dr. Grinnell has loaned some photographs, taken in 1887 and 1888 by Colonel Beacom, showing the nature and condition of the Grinnell lake and country at the time, and which have materially assisted in gaining an understanding of the retreat of the glacier.”18 In addition to hunting, climbing, and exploring, Grinnell also studied the Blackfeet Indians, as Madison Grant noted. Indeed, Grinnell’s copious writings on all these subjects remain popular, if not influential, to this day. Ranger stations and gift shops in and around Glacier Park, for instance, are well stocked with copies of Grinnell’s Blackfoot Lodge Tales, first published in 1892. Stories of his early adventures—as well as his preservationist impulse—figure prominently in history books and documentary films about the park.19 New interpretive materials about the impact of climate change on the park’s ecosystems routinely feature Grinnell’s early photographs of glaciers. Typically, however, Indians and glaciers are treated separately in writings by and about Grinnell. Consequently, these subjects are often consumed independently.  
                                                        16 “It’s been known for many years that the park’s glaciers have been retreating,” writes journalist Jeff Woods. “As early as 1927, for instance, George Bird Grinnell, the conservationist who championed the park’s establishment, was dismayed when, as an old man, he revisited the glacier named for him and found it much smaller than when he’d first seen it in the 19th century.” Jeff Woods, “The big drip,” Missoula Independent (February 5, 2004). 17 Arthur Johnson, “Grinnell and Sperry Glaciers, Glacier National Park, Montana: A Record of Vanishing Ice,” Geological Survey Professional Paper 1180 (Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 1980), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.nps.gov/history/history/online_books/geology/publications/pp/1180/sec2.htm. 18 Elrod, “Report of the Park Naturalist,” 8. 19 Historian Brian Dippie writes, “The need for immediate preservationist measures applied as much to the aboriginal cultures as to the forests and wild game. It was the recognition of this fact by individuals like Grinnell that linked the conservation movement and anthropological studies at the end of the nineteenth century. The one fed on the vanishing wilderness, the other on the Vanishing American, and a great sense of urgency was the common denominator.” Dippie, The Vanishing 
American, 228. 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Grinnell’s accounts of his 1924 and 1926 expeditions to Glacier National Park are unique in this regard. In addition to detailed reflections about the altered state of the park’s glaciers, Grinnell also recorded observations about changes that he perceived in the Blackfeet Indians. Elrod’s descriptions of Grinnell’s explorations, in particular, included explicit references to the conjuncture of vanishing Indians and glaciers.    Grinnell did climb again to the river of ice 39 years later, to the very spot where he shot the ram. But this time, instead of climbing about on ice he stumbled over boulders and debris. The ice had melted far up on the mountain toward the pinnacles of the Garden Wall. Years had passed, thirty nine of them. Time had dealt gently with Grinnell. His hair was gray, his muscles had slowed down, but his mind was as vigorous and active as ever. When he returned to St. Mary Lake in the summer of 1924 the mountains, streams, lakes and ice fields were as when he left them. But the country had been made into a national park, hotels and chalets for the accommodation of hundreds of visitors had been constructed, roads were built, and trails made leading into the mountains and over the passes. Boats, large and small, were on the lakes; a thousand horses with the necessary equipment and a hundred guides were ready for instant use; and automobiles in an hour transported the traveler over distance in as many hours as Grinnell had formerly taken days. It was a transformation in equipment, speed, and comfort. A few blanket Indians were still left, but those the tourists saw were mostly gaudily bedecked and employed to sit on the front porch, beat the tom tom, and with guttural ‘hoki’ greet the coming and speed the parting guests—a bit of the former independence and virility of the Indian to entertain the white possessor.20   This last sentence is easily overlooked. The “gaudily bedecked” Indians were not the primary objects of Grinnell’s attention, nor were they the focus of Elrod’s narrative. On this particular occasion, Grinnell was merely another parting guest, sped along by the “blanket Indians” in his grander pursuit of a “river of ice.” According to Elrod, the 76‐year‐old Grinnell had not intended to make the long and arduous climb to the glacier that now bore his name. In the end, however, he succumbed to temptation. “The panorama of mountains and cliffs was before him,” Elrod wrote. “The call was loud. The mountains beckoned to him. He yielded. ‘I                                                         20 Elrod, “George Bird Grinnell,” 51‐52. 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would like to stand on my Glacier once again,’ he said, one evening.”21 Elrod continued, describing the climax of Grinnell’s ascent in vivid detail, including his reaction to a dramatically altered scene.   From the stream to the ice was a long way. Dr. Grinnell was certain he had killed his ram in 1887 not far from the brink of the cliffs, and that he was then traveling on the ice. During the thirty‐nine years that had intervened between his two visits great changes have taken place. He stated that, as he recalled, on his visit in 1887, the glacier extended to the top of the high lateral moraine on the north side, and to the top of the Garden Wall. Downward it reached almost the top of the ledge over which the stream makes its leap to the lake far below. Photographs which he and Lieutenant Beacom took at that time show this to have been the case, and prove that his memory was very good. From this we deduce that during the thirty‐nine years the surface of the ice has melted to a depth of 150 to 250 feet. The exposed mountain floor at the foot of the glacier has increased each year, varying from year to year, or from decade to decade, as the seasons varied in snowfall and temperature. In 1887 the ice extended to the top of the moraine on the north side. Since then it has receded, has melted not only to the moraine’s base, a vertical distance of 100 feet or more, but has disappeared from the face of the mountain, formerly under ice, for a considerable distance. It was a great revelation to Dr. Grinnell to learn that the daily trip to ‘his glacier’ was very popular. In 1925 there were about 600 people who made the journey, in 1926, the year of his visit, about 1,000. The following year there were more than 1,200.22    Grinnell would make similar observations about Indians and glaciers elsewhere—numerous times, in fact—but never did they appear in such close proximity. Never were the stories of Indians and glaciers so entangled as in these two paragraphs. Vanishing Indians and glaciers were simultaneously present in Elrod’s account of Grinnell’s expedition. Together they occupied what Walter Benjamin refers to as “now‐time.”23 And processes of vanishing were in progress, affecting Indians and glaciers alike. Although Grinnell’s comments about the Blackfeet, in this instance, were made in passing, they are significant nevertheless. The reference to “blanket Indians” suggests that in Grinnell’s eyes the Blackfeet had                                                         21 Elrod, “George Bird Grinnell,” 54. 22 Elrod, “George Bird Grinnell,” 56‐57. 23 Benjamin also refers to “now‐time” as “messianic time.” Walter Benjamin, Illuminations, trans. Harry Zohn (New York: Schocken Books, 1969). 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transformed over the span of thirty‐nine years from authentic Indians—independent and virile—into inauthentic Indians. Time may have “dealt gently” with Grinnell, but the Indians and glaciers were not so fortunate. If Grinnell “stumbled over boulders and debris” “instead of climbing about on ice,” he also stumbled over the “the pitiful remnant of a once mighty people,” who were, in his words, “wasting away and growing fewer in numbers.”24  Grinnell’s stories and photographs, thus, served not only as glacial benchmarks but also racial benchmarks against which rates of contamination and also assimilation were measured. Grinnell’s observations, in other words, “enable[d] us to mentally reconstruct the [Blackfeet Indians] as [they] existed at time of discovery.” And they have “materially assisted in gaining an understanding of the retreat of the [Indian].” In the end, Grinnell contributed mightily not only to the establishment of a park but also to a “pervasive and persuasive” master narrative, which, in Jean O’Brien words, “argued that racial mixture and culture ‘loss’ diluted the Indianness of […] Indians to the vanishing point.”25 Grinnell’s expeditions in 1924 and 1926 marked the birth of the practice of repeat photography at Glacier National Park.26 The value of this technique was immediately apparent, as exemplified by Elrod’s remark about the comparison of two pictures telling the story of glacial recession “better than words.” Importantly, however, the expeditions also produced some of the earliest repeat observations of the Blackfeet Indians. The origin of repeat photography of glaciers thus coincided with the first repeat descriptions of Indians in northwestern Montana. The expeditions, in other words, generated potent visualizations of both glacial and racial recession. Using Grinnell’s journals instead of a camera, Elrod’s interpretation                                                         24 Grinnell described the Blackfeet in these terms in 1892. George Bird Grinnell, Blackfoot Lodge 
Tales: The Story of a Prairie People (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2003 [1892]), 180. 25 O’Brien, Firsting and Lasting, 202. 26 For a brief overview of the history of repeat photography, see Robert H. Webb, Diane E. Boyer, and Raymond M. Turner, “Introduction: A Brief History of Repeat Photography,” in Robert H. Webb, Diane E. Boyer, and Raymond M. Turner (eds), Repeat Photography: Methods and Applications in the Natural 
Sciences (Washington DC: Island Press, 2010), 3‐11. See also Daniel B. Fagre and Lisa A. McKeon, “Documenting Disappearing Glaciers: Repeat Photography at Glacier National Park, Montana,” in Robert H. Webb, Diane E. Boyer, and Raymond M. Turner (eds), Repeat Photography: Methods and 
Applications in the Natural Sciences (Washington DC: Island Press, 2010), 77‐88. 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of the expeditions constituted a form of repeat narration, which situated both vanishing glaciers and vanishing Indians, contemporaneously, in the story of the park. Vanishing Indians and glaciers, as this example demonstrates, have long been intertwined. On the rare occasions when these stories intersect, the porosity of the temporal border separating yesterday’s vanishing Indian from today’s vanishing glacier is exposed.  
Present­Tense Glaciers  Celebrity has its downside. The two‐dozen or so glaciers that remain in Glacier National Park today have arguably received more than their fair share of attention over the past decade. Often held up today as the poster children of climate change, the glaciers’ rising profile has outpaced their inexorable retreat into the rocky cirques along the continental divide in northern Montana. Speaking to a group of environmental journalists visiting the park in 2010, Superintendent Chas Cartwright lamented the glaciers’ newfound fame. “My concern is that when you read only articles about disappearing glaciers, it’s a great hook, but you have to dig deeper to the bigger issues.”27 In a separate interview, he remarked, “Too often we get into the sensationalism that glaciers are disappearing and we don’t get deeper into what does this mean.”28 The compelling story of melting glaciers, Cartwright explained, overshadows other impacts, such as “changes in the amount of water coming off the mountain,” which, in turn, affects vegetation and wildlife connectivity.  A series of interpretive signs about climate change reflect Cartwright’s concern about these “other impacts.” Entitled “Going, Going, Gone,” a sign at the popular Jackson Glacier Overlook on the east side of the Going‐to‐the‐Sun Road reads, “The park may look different on your next visit, because the recession of glaciers like Blackfoot and Jackson affects the entire ecosystem in many ways.”                                                         27 The Yale Forum on Climate Change & The Media, “There’s More to Glacier National Park Than ‘Just’ its 25 Vanishing Glaciers” (October 21, 2010), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.yaleclimatemediaforum.org/2010/10/sej‐glacier‐national‐park/.  28 The Yale Forum on Climate Change & The Media, interview with Chas Cartwright, “Climate impacts on Glacier National Park: beyond melting glaciers” (October 14, 2010), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sE9bO2CWCqk. 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(Figure 4.1) Another sign near the Many Glacier Hotel is even more explicit. “We’re not just losing ice! Habitat change = potential species loss,” it states. Taking some responsibility for the difficulty in communicating the full range of problems affecting the park’s ecosystems, Jack Potter, then Chief of Science and Resource Management, acknowledged, “We are still catching up on how to talk to the public about [glacial recession] and other climate change–induced phenomena.”29 Cartwright’s insight is particularly revealing. The story is indeed more complex than the headlines suggest. The “bigger issues” to which Cartwright refers, however, cannot simply be reduced to “other climate change–induced phenomena.” The degree of complexity, I argue, far exceeds that which the Superintendent imagines.   Though difficult to pinpoint, the contemporary spectacle of glacial recession may have begun in 1997. Certainly the profile of Glacier National Park’s vanishing glaciers crossed a significant threshold of visibility in September of that year when Vice President Al Gore visited the park.30 In a major speech outside Many Glacier Hotel, Gore warned of the dangers of global warming while reaffirming the Clinton administration’s commitment to preservation.    I have come here today because Glacier National Park faces a grave threat to its heritage—and it’s one that can’t be met with a simple restoration plan. The 50 glaciers in this park—which date back to the last Ice Age, 10,000 years ago—are melting away at an alarming rate. Over the last century, we have lost nearly three‐quarters of all the glaciers in this park. Grinnell Glacier                                                         29 Stressing the need to formulate an adaptive management strategy, Potter added, “There is really nothing we can do for the glaciers, although we have had suggestions for insulating tarps and other materials.” Jeff Selleck, “Profile: Jack Potter: Glacier National Park’s veteran of resource management,” PARKScience (October 28, 2009), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.nature.nps.gov/parkscience/index.cfm?ArticleID=326&page=1. 30 Incidentally, Gore’s visit provided impetus to launch the USGS Northern Rocky Mountain Science Center’s Repeat Photography Project at Glacier National Park. Project directors Daniel Fagre and Lisa McKeon write, “The present effort was formalized following the visit by then vice president Al Gore, who visited GNP on 2 September 1997 to use the retreating Grinnell Glacier as a backdrop for a speech, and associated media scrutiny, on the topic of global warming. In preparation for the visit, several photographs of Grinnell Glacier were found in the archives of GNP and quickly retaken in the days before. The resulting use of these in national media outlets (e.g., national network TV, several news magazines and newspapers) clearly underscored the utility of repeat photographs in drawing attention to, and making abundantly clear, that substantial glacier reductions had occurred. The systematic and methodical effort to conduct repeat photography was launched immediately after this event and its media aftermath in 1997.” Fagre and McKeon, “Documenting Disappearing Glaciers,” 81‐82. 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has retreated by over 3,100 feet. Jackson Glacier has lost about 75% of its surface area. If this trend continues, in about thirty years, there won't be any glaciers left at all. To borrow a phrase from a well‐known pop musician, this could become be the Park Formerly Known as Glacier.31  Following the speech, Gore laced up his hiking boots, donned a backpack and climbed to the base of the iconic Grinnell Glacier. As usual, he was accompanied by a coterie of Secret Service agents. Departing from their normal routine, the agents studiously monitored the brush for signs of the equally iconic grizzly bear, causing then‐Superintendent David Mihalic, who joined Gore on the hike, to note wryly that the Secret Service detail “feared bears more than terrorists.”32   The park’s vanishing glaciers were featured again in Gore’s 2006 Academy Award‐winning documentary film, An Inconvenient Truth.33 Noting his earlier trip to Grinnell Glacier with his daughter, Gore once again warned, “Within 15 years this will be the Park Formerly Known as Glacier.” In addition, Gore highlighted Tanzania’s Mt. Kilimanjaro, which rivals Grinnell Glacier in terms of its symbolic potency.34 “Within the decade,” he asserted, “there will be no more snows of the Kilimanjaro.” Adding to the growing sense of urgency, Gore also described the retreat of the Columbia Glacier in Prince William Sound, Alaska, as well as glaciers in the Himalayas, Italian Alps, Swiss Alps, Peru, Argentina, and Patagonia. “There is a message in this,” Gore somberly declared. “It is worldwide. And the ice has stories to tell us.” The spotlight shone on Glacier National Park again three years later when Gore—then a senior advisor to Google—announced the release of Google Earth 5.0 at a press conference in San Francisco. In addition to touting the “Explore the Ocean”                                                         31 A full transcript of Gore’s speech at Glacier National Park is available online. Al Gore, “Glacier National Park” (September 2, 1997), accessed June 20, 2013, http://clinton4.nara.gov/WH/EOP/OVP/speeches/glacier.html. 32 David A. Mihalic, “Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park: Observations and Retrospection on Cooperation Issues,” in Michael S. Quinn, Len Broberg, and Wayne Freimund (eds), Parks, Peace, and 
Partnership: Global Initiatives in Transboundary Conservation (Calgary, Alberta: University of Calgary Press, 2012), 8. See also Woods, “The big drip.” 33 An Inconvenient Truth: A Global Warning, DVD, Dir. Davis Guggenheim, Perf. Al Gore (Hollywood, CA: Paramount, 2006). For an extended critique of An Inconvenient Truth see Stephanie Rutherford, 
Governing the Wild: Ecotours of Power (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2011), 139‐182. 34 Journalist Jeff Woods writes, “Like the melting snows of Kilimanjaro, the shrinking glaciers of Glacier National Park have been stamped on the public consciousness as ominous symbols of global warming.” Woods, “The big drip.” 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feature, which enables users to “dive beneath the water surface” and navigate sea floor terrain, Gore highlighted the new historical imagery tool. “You can look back in time and see for yourself the unprecedented pace of change taking place on the Earth—largely because of human influences,” he stated. “For example, you can watch the melting of the largest glacier in Glacier National Park—the Grinnell Glacier—image by image, for the last decade.”35 Al Gore is hardly alone, of course, in his fascination with Glacier National Park’s vanishing glaciers. Their stature has risen steadily over the past decade. Today, a month rarely passes when the park’s glaciers are not mentioned in the news.36 And the park is frequently profiled in reports and publications such as the Union of Concerned Scientists’ “Climate Hot Map.”37 Noting this trend, environmental historian Mark Cary writes, “By the early twenty‐first century, glaciers had reached celebrity status, with almost all popular writers who discussed global warming making glacier retreat a key component of their story.”38   In April 2010, the Rocky Mountain Climate Organization and Natural Resources Defense Council released a report entitled “Glacier National Park in Peril:                                                         35 Google Press Release, “Introducing Google Earth 5.0” (February 2, 2009), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.google.com/intl/en/press/pressrel/20090202earthocean.html. 36 Recent newspaper stories about glacial recession at Glacier National Park include: Nancy Trejos, “Glacier National Park on ice,” Washington Post (August 5, 2011); Stephen P. Nash, “Twilight of the Glaciers,” New York Times (July 29, 2011); Jessica Ellis, “Montana’s melting glaciers: The Poster‐child for climate change,” CNN (October 6, 2010); Martin Kidston, “Death of a glacier,” Helena Independent 
Record (May 27, 2010); Nancy Reece Jones, “Fading glaciers,” Great Falls Tribune (May 23, 2010); Michael Jamison, “Melting glaciers a concern for Glacier Park’s tourism industry,” Missoulian (April 8, 2010); Associated Press, “Glacier National Park loses two more glaciers,” USA Today (April 7, 2010); Joshua Frank, “Glacier National Park May Need a Name Change Soon,” AlterNet (January 21, 2010); Huang, “The Case of the Disappearing Rabbit”; Michael Jamison, “Glacier Park: The next century – Disappearing namesake may make pristine wilderness symbol of climate change,” Missoulian (June 1, 2009); Phil Berardelli, “Trouble in Them Thar Hills,” ScienceNOW Daily News (December 12, 2007); John Adams, “A Nobel cause: Q&A with UM climate guru Steve Running,” Missoula Independent (October 25, 2007); Geranios, “Glacier at 100”; Michael Lanza, “Ghosts of Glacier,” Backpacker 
Magazine (September 2007); Michael Moore, “A sign of things to come: Climate changes already here in Montana,” Missoulian (April 30, 2006); Jeffrey Selingo, “Going to Glacier? You Should Hurry,” New 
York Times, May 7, 2004; Woods, “The big drip”; Tom Yulsman, “Meltdown,” Audubon 105 (2003), 38‐43. 37 Union of Concerned Scientists, “Climate Hot Map,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.climatehotmap.org/global‐warming‐locations/glacier‐national‐park‐mt‐usa.html. 38 Cary continues, “Today scarcely a week passes without glaciers or ice sheets making prominent appearances in The New York Times, The Guardian, the BBC, CNN, or other major North American and European news sources.” Mark Carey, “The History of Ice: How Glaciers Became an Endangered Species,” Environmental History, Vol. 12, No. 3 (2007), 2. 
  176 
The Threats of Climate Disruption.”39 Although the report profiled a wide range of threats to the regional economy and the park’s ecosystems—for example, the loss of water and wildlife, disruption of plant communities, and more wildfires—the media seized on the fact that eleven of the park’s named glaciers had melted away since 1966, including two the previous year. A spate of stories that appeared in the national media in the wake of the report focused almost exclusively on the vanishing glaciers. The Associated Press, for instance, ran a widely circulated story under the headline: “Glacier National Park loses two more glaciers.”40   Stories about Glacier National Park tend to follow a now familiar script. A dramatic headline highlights the relentless retreat of the glaciers and foreshadows their inevitable demise: “Twilight of the Glaciers,” “Death of a glacier,” “Glacier National Park May Need a Name Change Soon,” “Trouble in Them Thar Hills,” “Ghosts of Glacier,” “Going to Glacier? You Should Hurry,” “The big drip,” and “Meltdown.” Taking their cue from the park’s official resource bulletin on global climate change and melting glaciers, virtually all the stories describe the park’s glaciers as “mere remnants” of formerly massive ice sheets that sculpted the landscape eons ago.41 Testifying to the pace of change, the numbers 150 and 25 almost always appear in the opening paragraph. Using 1850—the end of the Little Ice Age—as a historical benchmark, the stories dutifully note that only 25 out of the original 150 glaciers remain today. And that the clock is ticking. Likewise, almost all the stories include at least one quotation by Daniel Fagre, Research Ecologist and Climate Change Research Coordinator for the U.S. Geological Survey’s Northern Rocky Mountain Science Center. Based at Glacier National Park, Fagre has conducted research on the park’s glaciers for over 20 years and has used repeat photography 
                                                        39 Stephen Saunders, Tom Easley, and Theo Spencer, “Glacier National Park in Peril: The Threats of Climate Disruption” (Denver, CO: Rocky Mountain Climate Organization and New York: Natural Resources Defense Council, 2010), iv, accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.rockymountainclimate.org/programs_9.htm. 40 Matthew Brown, “Glacier National Park loses two more glaciers,” USA Today (April 7, 2010). 41 This and other resource bulletins can be downloaded from the Crown of the Continent Research Learning Center’s website. Glacier National Park, “CCRLC Publications and Media,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.nps.gov/glac/naturescience/ccrlc‐media.htm. 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to produce some of the most potent visualizations of glacial recession.42 Journalist Jeff Woods, for example, recalls,   In the late‐’90s when Fagre, feeding data into computers in collaboration with another scientist, actually predicted the date of the last glacier’s disappearance, it was […] stunning—almost like saying Yellowstone’s Old Faithful was about to stop erupting. Fagre sounded the death knell for Glacier’s namesakes, and through the media attention that followed, he brought the consequences of climate change close to home for many Americans for the first time.43    The few stories that do not directly cite Fagre, usually mention his esteemed colleague Steven Running, Regents Professor of Ecology at the University of Montana at Missoula and co‐recipient (along with Al Gore) of the 2007 Nobel Peace Prize for his work with the United Nation’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Neither scientist minces words when describing the threat posed by climate change to the park’s glaciers. In typical fashion, Running declares, “The day that Glacier National Park officially announces there are no glaciers left, it will make worldwide headlines.” Indicative of the high levels of interest in the plight of vanishing glaciers, Running adds, “When people find out I am from Montana, that is the first thing they ask me: ‘Is it true about Glacier National Park?’”44   Stories about the park’s glaciers are continually evolving, like the glaciers themselves, and the shelf life of these stories is remarkably short. Articles published just a few years ago describe conditions that have since changed, in some cases dramatically. In a travel feature published by the New York Times in July 2011, for example, Stephen Nash recounts a recent trip to Glacier National Park, which included long day hikes to view Sexton Glacier and Grinnel Glacier. “I was in northwest Montana for the hikes and the huckleberries,” he writes, “but most of all                                                         42 A brief glance at Fagre’s growing list of “non‐technical publications” gives a sense of how quickly the endangered glacier narrative has proliferated in the press. The Northern Rocky Mountain Science Center maintains an online list of Fagre’s publications. USGS Northern Rocky Mountain Science Center (NOROCK), “Daniel Fagre’s Non‐Technical Publications,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.nrmsc.usgs.gov/staff/fagre/pubs/nontech. 43 Woods, “The big drip.” 44 Geranios, “Glacier at 100.” 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to experience the namesake glaciers, which, I had recently learned, might be around for only another decade or so.” Drawn to the park by a desire to see the melting glaciers firsthand, Nash characterizes himself as “an enlistee in the practice known by a somewhat prickly term: last‐chance tourism.”45 During his visit to the park Nash, of course, spoke with Daniel Fagre, who expressed ambivalence about his own timeline for the glaciers. “Until recently, [Fagre’s] research projected that, as global warming hit its stride, the park’s glaciers would all be gone by the year 2030. Now he thinks it may be as soon as 2020.” The prospect of the park losing its namesake glaciers elicited a strong emotional response from Nash, which he described as “nostalgia, of a sort, laced with dread.” Upon reaching the crest of the trail near Grinnell Lake, this feeling became even more palpable: “Seaweed‐like stromatolite fossils embossed in the cracked rocks along the trail supply a Precambrian perspective of perhaps a couple billion years. But it is the view out over this lake of meltwater that grabs the imagination far more urgently. A question hangs up there with the remnant glacier, which may soon be converted to a few patches of ice: what comes next?”46 The park contained 25 glaciers when Nash visited in 2011, 125 fewer than in 1850. And two fewer than in 2004, when the New York Times published its last feature story about Glacier National Park. In the span of only seven years, two more glaciers had disappeared. Although the numbers changed, the message in both stories remained consistent. In 2004, the headline read: “Going to Glacier? You Should Hurry.” Whereas in 2011, it simply read: “Twilight of the Glaciers.” Or, in other words, you should really hurry. Like Nash, journalist Jeffrey Selingo felt compelled to visit Glacier National Park in order to witness the melting, which was occurring “not at a glacial pace.”47 Although the projected date of extinction was still 2030 at the time of Selingo’s visit, he conveyed a sense of unease about the quickening pace of change. “Today just 27 glaciers remain, covering about 12 square miles, many of them so small they are tough to distinguish from surrounding                                                         45 In an earlier story in the New York Times, Allen Salkin labeled this trend “doom tourism.” See Allen Salkin, “’Tourism of doom’ on rise,” New York Times (December 16, 2007).  46 Nash, “Twilight of the Glaciers.” 47 Selingo, “Going to Glacier? You Should Hurry.” 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snowfields,” he wrote. “Glacial beauty is still to be seen if you’re determined, but what is probably more compelling is the simple chance to witness the last vestiges of these rivers of ice, survivors dating back 10,000 years.” In addition to quoting Daniel Fagre about the “big and dramatic” Blackfoot Glacier, Selingo spoke to another scientist, Jeffrey Kargel, who, in contrast, characterized the park’s remaining glaciers as only “technically glaciers” because “they are so minuscule.” Regardless of their size, the glaciers still draw millions of tourists each summer. Describing them as “relics of the last great ice age,” Selingo offered tips on viewing Sperry and Grinnell, two of the most accessible glaciers in the park. Noting the milky‐green color of Grinnell Lake—an effect produced by sunlight reflecting off floating sediments from the melting glaciers—Selingo observed, “Even dying, they provide beauty.” Walking on Grinnell Glacier, he continued, “is often the highlight of the trip. It’s not much to look at—it’s filled with rocks that have been picked up along the way—but those who get to stand on it know that in a few decades, only the rocks will be left. There’s a sense of witnessing history.”48 Prior to 2004, the New 
York Times never mentioned climate change or vanishing glaciers in any of its stories about Glacier National Park. In a letter to the editor in 1983, Susan Talbot called attention to an error in earlier story in which the popular Many Glacier region, located in the park’s northeastern corner, was mistakenly referred to as “Mini Glacier.” “There is nothing diminutive about the size of Glacier Park’s glaciers,” Talbot insisted.49    Awareness of the park’s diminishing glaciers has obviously increased since Talbot penned her letter. Now, even former Treasury Secretary Alan Greenspan cites Glacier’s vanishing glaciers in his autobiography, The Age of Turbulence. “There can be very little doubt that global warming is real and man‐made,” Greenspan laments. “We may have to rename Glacier National Park when its glaciers disappear.”50 In 2007, the National Environmental Trust actually sponsored a                                                         48 Selingo, “Going to Glacier? You Should Hurry.” 49 Susan Talbot, “Glacier Park,” Letters to the Editor, New York Times (July 3, 1983). 50 Greenspan continues, “Yet as an economist, I have grave doubts that international agreements imposing a globalized so‐called cap‐and‐trade system on CO2 emissions will prove feasible.” Alan Greenspan, The Age of Turbulence: Adventures in a New World (New York: Penguin Group, 2007), 454. 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contest to rename Glacier National Park.51 Launched on its 97th anniversary, the contest was designed to “draw attention to the park’s accelerated loss of its namesake due to global warming.”52 The Trust received more than 500 entries, including: “No Glaciers National Park,” “George W. Bush Legacy Park,” “Puddles National Park,” “Exhibit A National Park,” and “Big Muddy Puddle National Park.” The person who submitted the winning entry, “Lost Glacier National Park,” received a $250 gift certificate at REI. The idea of renaming the park, however, is not new. In 1952, for example, naturalists M.E. Beatty and Arthur Johnson wrote, “Ever since 1910 when Glacier became a national park its 60 or more glaciers have been shrinking in size. Between 1930 and 1945 recession was so rapid that park officials feared all the glaciers in the park would entirely disappear during their own lifetime. […] It was no wonder that park men considered the advisability of changing the park name to ‘Glaciated National Park.’”53 Although there are no plans to change the park’s name, even when the glaciers are finally gone, the glaciers themselves have been transformed in recent decades in more than just a physical sense. The spectacle of vanishing has obscured the past lives of Glacier’s glaciers, producing present‐tense glaciers. In this process, evidence of the de‐historicized glaciers’ entangled relationship with vanishing Indians has itself vanished. Divorced from their own past, the present‐tense glaciers are also detached from futurity. Suspended in a perhaps not so “durable present,” the remaining glaciers generate “anticipatory nostalgia,” which Timothy Choy defines as “an expectation [inherent to the politics of endangerment] that something of the present will, in the near future, be lost.”54 This “anticipatory” or future‐tense                                                         51 The National Environmental Trust is now part of the Pew Charitable Trusts Environment Group.  52 The contest website (www.renameglacier.org) no longer exists. 53 M.E. Beatty and Arthur Johnson, “A New Lease on Life for Glaciers in Glacier National Park?” (January 20, 1952), 1, box 274, folder 11, Glacier National Park Archives (GNPA). The anonymous “park men,” referred to by Beatty and Johnson, originally wrote, “During the 30’s and the first half of the 40’s, temperatures were above normal, precipitation only normal or below normal, and glaciers were receding at an alarming rate. It was during this time that park glaciers lost up to 75% of their volume—some even entirely disappearing. No wonder we considered changing the name of the park to GLACIATED NATIONAL PARK.” “Glaciers and Climate,” No author/date, box 276, folder 5, Glacier National Park Archives (GNPA). 54 Choy, Ecologies of Comparison, 28, 49. For more on the durable present see Povinelli, The Empire of 
Love; Povinelli, Economies of Abandonment. 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nostalgia produced by melting glaciers, I suggest, draws on the “imperialist” or past‐tense nostalgia for vanishing Indians.55 Even when entanglement is disavowed, as is generally the case, the affect produced by the spectacle of melting glaciers is still conditioned by the legacy of the vanishing Indian.  
The Past Lives of Present­Tense Glaciers: Historicizing Glacier’s Glaciers   To establish the fact of vanishing, it is necessary to challenge the periodization of Indians and glaciers within dominant narratives of the park. In other words, we must interrogate hegemonic temporalities that conflate Indians with the past and glaciers with the present. In truth, Indians and glaciers have been entangled throughout time, and these intersections can be described in terms of both then and now. Moreover, these stories—past and present—share a space. Establishing the fact of vanishing, therefore, requires historicizing this space, which, in turn, requires transgressing the temporal boundaries that separate Indians and glaciers.  Two months prior to the establishment of Glacier National Park in May 1910, 
National Geographic Magazine featured a story promoting the soon‐to‐be park. “The youngest member of the playground family, now knocking at the door for national protection, is the proposed Glacier National Park in northern Montana,” wrote Guy Elliott Mitchell.   There are some people in the East who do not even know that there are glaciers in the United States today, but think of them as extinct monsters belonging to a past geologic era. To such the very name, Glacier Park, is an education. There are no longer, it is true, vast continental glaciers; even the great frozen regions of Alaska are small in extent compared with the ancient glaciers, but the remnants of the one‐time universal ice‐sheets, such as can be seen in Glacier Park, are so majestic and numerous as to awaken in the mind of the traveler sentiments of unbounded awe and wonder at Nature’s matchless handiwork.56                                                         55 For more on “imperialist nostalgia” see Renato Rosaldo, Culture and Truth: The Remaking of Social 
Analysis (Boston: Beacon Press, 1993), 69‐70; Caren Kaplan, Questions of Travel: Postmodern 
Discourses of Displacement (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1996), 34. 56 Guy Elliott Mitchell, “A New National Park,” The National Geographic Magazine, Vol. 21, No. 3 (March 1910), 216. 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 The ignorance of Easterners aside, glaciers have long been a part of the story of Glacier National Park—longer, in fact, than the park has been a park. In 1883, twenty‐seven years before Glacier was established, newspapers throughout Montana announced the “discovery” of the first glacier within the state. This find came roughly seventy years after the land that would later become the park was “discovered” by whites. On August 22, 1883, under the heading, “A Montana Glacier,” the Butte Daily Miner reported, “Prof. Pumpelly’s northern transcontinental survey party while working in the Rocky range, 150 miles north of Missoula, discovered a true glacier, having a frontage of at least a mile and with a face estimated at least 500 feet.” The scenery in this “unfrequented region” was described by Pumpelly as “grandly picturesque and more varied in its character than that of the Yosemite valley of California.”57 In response to Pumpelly’s report, geologist Israel C. Russell insisted, “When this little known region is explored more glaciers will be found.”58 The Daily Independent of Helena, which had first reported the discovery on August 17, declared, “We shall wait with much interest for a more thorough and complete survey of this new and wonderful mountain district of Montana.” The paper also noted that Pumpelly was accompanied by an “Indian guide” when he “penetrated the amphitheatre in which this glacier lies,” which raises questions about its status as an “unfrequented region.”59 The attribution of the discovery, however, soon became a matter of some controversy, and Pumpelly’s 1883 discovery ultimately turned out to be a re‐discovery.60 In a letter to the editor of the River Press—subsequently reprinted in                                                         57 “A Montana Glacier,” The Butte Daily Miner (August 22, 1883). 58 Israel C. Russell, “Glaciers,” United States Geological Survey Fifth Annual Report, 1883­1884 (Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 1885), 347. Cited in Sheire, “Historic Resource Study,” 156. 59 The Daily Independent (August 17, 1883). 60 Michael Ober recounts in detail the story of Pumpelly Glacier’s discovery in 1873 and re‐discovery in 1883. “The discovery, and rediscovery, of Montana’s first glacier follows a curious thread of geographical claiming and naming. Today the remote glacier is called Pumpelly Glacier in honor of geologist Raphael Pumpelly, who recognized it as a true glacial feature in 1883. [U.S. Army Lieutenant John] Van Orsdale, the glacier’s actual discoverer, never received full or official credit” (58). Michael J. Ober, “Icy Reconnaissance: The Discovery of Pumpelly Glacier,” Montana: The 
Magazine of Western History, Vol. 54, No. 4 (Winter, 2004), 58‐66. 
  183 
the Daily Independent—O.C. Mortson noted that the glacier had actually been discovered ten years prior to Pumpelly’s expedition.    Various statements have been made in the Territorial press regarding the discovery of a glacier between Cut Bank creek and the headwaters of the Flathead river by Professor Pumpelly’s parties of engineers. This glacier was found and fully described by Lieuts. Woodruff and Van Orsdale, 7th Infantry, in 1873, going from Fort Shaw to Fort Colville, W.T., and as I copied the report (which is now on file in the archives of the War Department) I think that honor ought to be given to them. […] I hope that this will settle for good the question of who found the first glacier in Montana.61   But the question of who discovered Montana’s first glacier was not settled. In separate letter to the editor, S.E. Moran of Overland went even further, insisting that Woodruff alone—and not his companion Van Orsdale—deserved full credit for discovery.    I wish to do justice to the one that it belongs. Lieut. Woodruff is the original discoverer, as he was commanding officer and also his own guide on the trip, and I hope this will settle all controversy as to who is the original discoverer. I am prepared to prove what I have said in regard to the glacier, as I was one of the party, and there is another here (Joseph Dohm) who was also on the trip.62   Pumpelly’s claim was still questioned years later. In 1936, for example, the 
Great Falls Tribune published a column by James Willard Schultz in which he recounted some of his own discoveries in Glacier National Park, including Grinnell Glacier and Grinnell Lake. In the column Schultz also described a letter he received from his friend and climbing companion George Bird Grinnell in 1886.   He wrote me that he would come out from New York early in September and added that he had learned that a Professor Pumpelly, in the summer of 1883, had crossed the Rockies by way of Cut Bank River pass and had named for himself a glacier that he had discovered there. That was news to me and to all the Indians on the reservation, for we had not seen or heard of the Professor                                                         61 O.C. Mortson, “The Marias Pass Glacier,” The Daily Independent (August 25, 1883). 62 S.E. Moran, “More About the Montana Glacier,” The Daily Independent (September 22, 1883). 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and his party. However, that convinced me that the great white cliffs and fields that Grinnell and I had, in the previous autumn, seen on the mountains of the headwaters of St. Mary River and Swift Current River were really glaciers.63   Historian James Sheire adopted a more diplomatic stance vis‐à‐vis the question of attribution. “Although others had undoubtedly seen the park’s glaciers at an earlier date, Pumpelly can be regarded as the first to draw attention to them,” he wrote. “The following year George Bird Grinnell visited Glacier for the first time and the exploration of Glacier’s namesakes began in earnest.”64 Despite all the uncertainty, Pumpelly’s name remains attached to the glacier. Other glaciers and explorers, however, overshadow Pumpelly. September 10, 1987 marked the 100th anniversary of the discovery of Grinnell Glacier by George Bird Grinnell. “In his honor the Boone and Crocket Club donated a wayside exhibit which was designed by the interpretive staff and placed at the Swiftcurrent Picnic Area, the trailhead to Grinnell Glacier,” noted the 1987 Superintendent’s Annual Report. “A special hike and potluck also took place.”65 (Figure 4.2) Not surprisingly, there was no potluck for Pumpelly. All this quibbling over who discovered Montana’s first glacier is predicated on a fundamental disavowal of indigenous occupation at the time of the so‐called discovery. It overlooks, in other words, the fact that this landscape was known, intimately, for millennia prior to Euro‐American settlement. These debates are also instances of “firsting”—a term coined by Jean O’Brien to describe processes whereby “local histories claim Indian places as their own by constructing origin stories that cast Indians as prefatory to what they assert as their own authentic 
                                                        63 James Willard Schultz, “We Name Some Mountains (1885‐87),” in Blackfeet and Buffalo: Memories 
of Life among the Indians, James Willard Schultz (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1962 [1988]), 91. First published in the Great Falls Tribune (October 18 and 25, 1936). 64 Sheire, “Historic Resource Study,” 157. Incidentally, Sheire also suggested that Raphael Pumpelly might have discovered the Lewis Overthrust Fault in 1883. “Pumpelly’s Transcontinental Survey is important in Glacier history for a number of reasons,” he argued. “Nevertheless, he also may have been the first man to note the geologically interesting Lewis Overthrust as well as the possibility of glaciers” (105). 65 “Glacier National Park: Superintendent’s Annual Report – FY 1987” (1987), 6. 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histories and institutions.”66 Debates like this one are instrumental in producing hegemonic temporalities that conflate Indians with the past. Furthermore, they help construct the colonial world as “a compartmentalized world,” in the words of Frantz Fanon.67 Moreover, these debates about proper attribution distract us from profoundly unsettled and unsettling questions about ongoing possession.68 The naturalization of settler colonial structures, in other words, is enabled—counterintuitively, perhaps—by uncertainties about who was first, especially when “who” is an a priori limited field.  At the turn of the twentieth century, the Great Northern Railway used the slogan “See America First” to promote Glacier National Park.69 Tourists were invited to discover the park’s glaciers and Indians anew. Today the state of Montana’s unofficial motto, “The Last Best Place,” encourages visitors to come before it is too late. As bookends to the last century, these slogans not only exemplify processes of “firsting” and “lasting,” they also reflect the quickening pace of “time‐space 
                                                        66 O’Brien, Firsting and Lasting, xxiii. “Firsting,” O’Brien writes, is “a straightforward scripting choice that subtly argues for the sole legitimacy of New English ways. Furthermore, the practice of firsting implicitly argues for the inherent supremacy of New English ways, as the institutions and practices of New Englanders are posited as the epitome of modernity” (6). Later, she adds, “In the process of constructing their stories, local narrators engaged in a subtle process of seizing indigeneity […] as their birthright, which is the coded message of the entire enterprise of ‘firsting.’ Along the way, ‘Native’ insidiously took on the meaning ‘non‐Indian’” (51). 67 Fanon continues, “Yet if we penetrate inside this compartmentalization we shall at least bring to light some of its key aspects. By penetrating its geographical configuration and classification we shall be able to delineate the backbone on which the decolonized society is reorganized.” Fanon, The 
Wretched of the Earth, 3. 68 These debates can therefore be understood within the context of what Jodi Byrd calls the “politics of distraction.” “By pitting indigenous peoples against each other, or making them fight for scraps to avoid the larger structuring problems of settler colonialism,” Byrd argues, “the politics of distraction […] serve to maintain U.S. control over colonized indigenous peoples, lands, and resources […] by naturalizing that control as the a priori condition to any anticolonial critique.” Byrd, The Transit of 
Empire, 150. 69 Marguerite Shaffer writes, “Great Northern […] took the promotional strategies of its competitors one step further by developing an extensive public relations campaign that centered on the See America First slogan. The railroad not only adopted the slogan as part of its logo and motto, but through a variety of promotional techniques, the company attempted to manufacture a national See America First movement. Great Northern hoped to capitalize on the fact that the general appeal of See America First would capture the public imagination and signify the tourist experience in Glacier National Park, connecting the general patriotic ideal with Great Northern Passenger service.” Marguerite S. Shaffer, See America First: Tourism and National Identity, 1880­1940 (Washington DC: Smithsonian Books, 2001), 76. 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compression” in this landscape of perpetual vanishing.70 The current motto, in particular, highlights the symbiosis of capitalism and the logic of vanishing. “The Last Best Place” invokes the logic as a means of luring visitors to the state. But at the same time, ironically, the advertising campaign risks hastening the onset of “too late.” If too many people visit, in other words, Montana will become just like every place else.  
Touring Indians & Glaciers  Tourism is perhaps the most obvious link between Indians and glaciers. Within this context the past and present lives of Indians and glaciers are densely entangled. For example, Glaciers are to “The Last Best Place” what Indians were to “See America First.” Establishing the fact of vanishing, therefore, is most readily accomplished through the lens of tourism. Glacier National Park “is a fairy land, where dreams of fantastic things come true, and where interest and wonder never cease,” asserted Morton Elrod in a feature story that was published in the Daily Missoulian two months after the park’s establishment. “For him who seeks rest,” Elrod continued, “for him who loves nature, for him who is weary of urban life and its monotony, for him who can read sermons in stones, Glacier park speaks God’s own message.”71 Mary Roberts Rinehart’s “An Appreciation of Glacier National Park”—a short and popular essay that was commissioned by the Great Northern Railway and reprinted countless times in many of its publications—opened with a reference to the Blackfeet.  
                                                        70 For more on time‐space compression, see David Harvey, The Condition of Postmodernity: An Inquiry 
into the Origins of Cultural Change (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 1990). The motto, “The Last Best Place,” was recently the object of a bitter trademark dispute between the State of Montana and David Lipson, a multimillionaire from Las Vegas and the former chairman of Frederick’s of Hollywood, who surreptitiously patented it for his own use. Portrayed as a wealthy outsider attempting to steal what had been common property, Lipson’s efforts roused the ire of Montanans and captured the attention of the U.S. Senate, where the battle was ultimately resolved in favor of the state. See Jim Robbins, “In Montana, a Popular Expression Is Taken Off the Endangered List,” New 
York Times (August 17, 2008). 71 Morton J. Elrod, “Montana’s New National Park Is A Priceless Pleasure Ground For All,” The Daily 
Missoulian (July 24, 1910). 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Here is the last home of a vanishing race—the Blackfeet Indians. Here is the last stand of the Rocky Mountain sheep and the Rocky Mountain goat; here are elk, deer, black and grizzly bears, and mountain lions. Here are trails that follow the old game trails along the mountainside; here are meadows of June roses, forget‐me‐not, larkspur, and Indian paintbrush growing beside glaciers, snowfields and trails of a beauty to make you gasp. Here and there a trail leads through a snowfield; the hot sun seems to make no impression on these glacier‐like patches. Flowers grow at their very borders, striped squirrels and whistling marmots run about, quite fearless, or sit up and watch the passing of horses and riders so close they can almost be touched. The call of the mountains is a real call. Throw off the impedimenta of civilization. Go out to the West and ride the mountain trails.72  Framing the park as the “last home of a vanishing race” contributed to its allure as a tourist destination. It was an integral part of the “fairy land” image cultivated by Elrod. For the Blackfeet, however, the sermon written in stone was foreboding. “[T]he Blackfeet saw the handwriting on the wall,” insisted Agnes C. Laut in 1926, “the doom of their race.”73 Thus, if Glacier Park spoke “God’s own message,” it was one of manifest destiny, which emphasized the inevitability of extinction. And if the “the hot sun [made] no impression on these glacier‐like patches,” as Rinehart claimed, the patches themselves made little impression on prospective visitors. The allure of ice, in other words, had yet to be manufactured. Indian extinction, on the other hand, was one of the “fantastic things” already coming true. Seeing America first was thus predicated on Montana already being the last best place for the Blackfeet and other Indians. One hundred years ago, the vanishing Indian, not the glacier, served as Glacier National Park’s icon. At the time of its creation in 1910, the park, in partnership with the Great Northern Railway, marketed itself as the premier destination to see vanishing Indians.74 “Dressed in colorful native costume, a few                                                         72 Mary Roberts Rinehart, “An Appreciation of Glacier National Park,” in Robert Sterling Yard, Glacier 
National Park, Montana (Chicago: United States Railroad Administration, National Park Series, 1919). 73 Agnes C. Laut, The Enchanted trails of Glacier Park (New York: Robert M. McBride & Company, 1926), 90. 74 The historical association of Indians, particularly the Blackfeet, and Glacier National Park is extensively documented. For example, see Spence, Dispossessing the Wilderness, 83‐88; Shaffer, See 
America First, 59‐92; Anne Farrar Hyde, An American Vision: Far Western Landscape and National 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families of braves greet the park visitor at Glacier Park Station and Hotel,” stated a 1936 park brochure. “Here they sing, dance, and tell stories of their former greatness.”75 Some of these braves didn’t wait for visitors to arrive at the station before greeting them. To entice tourists to visit the park, a group of Blackfeet Indians embarked on a promotional tour to Minneapolis, Chicago, New York City, and San Francisco, where they briefly inhabited tepee camps perched conspicuously atop skyscrapers.76 In 1913, for example, ten Blackfeet Indians traveled to Manhattan “to be part of the scenery at the Travel and Vacation Show […] at the Grand Central Palace.”77 That same year, in an article published by the Duluth 
Herald, Hoke Smith observed, “The Indian life is another distinctive feature which is attractive to the American tourist in these latter days of the rapid passing of the red man.” “There probably is more Indian legend there than in any other area of 1,400 square miles upon the face of the earth,” Smith boasted. “No other national park in Uncle Sam’s domain offers such opportunity of obtaining an intimate knowledge of the Indian and his home life.”78 This sentiment is borne out in the historical record. After analyzing more than 800 photographs used by the Great Northern Railway between 1911‐1930 to promote Glacier National Park, geographers William Wyckoff and Lary M. Dilsaver noted, “Almost one‐third of the images highlighted Native Americans, usually Blackfeet Indians.”79 “More than any other national park,” 
                                                        
Culture, 1820­1920 (New York: New York University Press, 1990), 281‐295; Robert H. Keller and Michael F. Turek, American Indians & National Parks (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1998), 43‐64; William Wyckoff and Lary M. Dilsaver, “Promotional Imagery of Glacier National Park,” 
Geographical Review, Vol. 87, No. 1 (1997), 1‐26. 75 The brochure continued, “In these are reflected in a measure the dignity, the nobility, the haughtiness, and the savagery of one of the highest and most interesting of aboriginal American peoples.” National Park Service, Glacier National Park – Montana (Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 1936), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.nps.gov/history/history/online_books/brochures/1936/glac/sec4.htm.  76 Spence, Dispossessing the Wilderness, 83. 77 The New York Times reported, “A party of ten Blackfeet Indians consisting of seven braves, two squaws, and a child, automobiled up Broadway yesterday to the Hotel McAlpin, where they pitched their tepees on the roof. The Blackfeet are from Glacier National Park, Montana, and were sent on to New York as guests of Louis W. Hill, Chairman of the Board of Directors of the Great Northern Railway, to be part of the scenery at the Travel and Vacation Show which opens tomorrow at the Grand Central Palace.” “Indians Camp on Hotel Roof,” New York Times (March 19, 1913). 78 Smith, “Wonders on Roof of Continent Make Glacier National Park Marvel Land.” 79 Wyckoff and Dilsaver, “Promotional Imagery of Glacier National Park,” 8. 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they concluded, “Glacier became synonymous with Indians, an image largely associated with [Louis] Hill’s tireless publicity efforts.”80 Glaciers, too, have long been recognized as potential tourist attractions and their profile in the public imagination has grown steadily over the course of the twentieth century. Although their contemporary renown can be attributed to an increasing awareness and concern about climate change, the extant glaciers and their gradual recession have fascinated and perplexed scientists for more than a century. “By the 1890s the region had acquired a reputation in American scientific circles as an ideal outdoor laboratory for studying glaciation,” noted James Sheire.81 In 1904, Chairman of the Committee on Glaciers for the American Geophysical Union, Francois E. Matthes wrote, “May it be hoped that the rediscovery of the Alps of Montana […] will lend new impetus to glacial students in the United States.’”82  If initially the park’s glaciers appealed most strongly to scientists, soon they would begin to charm tourists. In 1919, for example, Robert Sterling Yard exclaimed, “Of course the glaciers are the headliners for Glacier National Park.” “They are a great attraction for the average tourist,” he continued, “who knows that glaciers are uncommon things and reminiscent of the earlier mighty earth processes. Here one not only sees them in action, but also sees what they have done in ages past. In Glacier National Park may be seen, in all the majesty of their rock‐bound settings, the remnants of the massive ice sheets that played a big part in shaping the surface of the earth millions of years ago.”83 In contrast, in 1921, Marius R. Campbell asserted, “Although the park was given its name on account of the many glaciers within its borders, these can hardly be considered its most striking feature.” “The traveler passing through it for the first time,” he continued, “is generally impressed more by the ruggedness of the mountain tops, the great vertical walls which bound them, and the beauty of the forests, lakes, and streams, than by the glaciers, although the latter are numerous and probably the most easily accessible of any in                                                         80 Wyckoff and Dilsaver, “Promotional Imagery of Glacier National Park,” 9. 81 Sheire, “Historic Resource Study,” 157. 82 Francois E. Matthes, “The Alps of Montana,” Appalachia (April 1904), 256, 276. Cited in Sheire, “Historic Resource Study,” 159.  83 Yard, Glacier National Park, Montana, 4‐6. 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the United States.”84 These contradictory messages by Yard and Campbell about the magnetism of the park’s glaciers reflect ambivalence about how best to promote the park in its early years. And they also suggest that potential visitors first had to be taught to see glaciers as “charismatic geological phenomenon.”85 Taking up this challenge, advertising in 1924 highlighted the park’s “sixty living glaciers.” Glacier National Park offered something for everyone, argued naturalist George C. Ruhle in his popular Guide to Glacier National Park. “It is a mixing pot for executive and laborer, cowboy and Indian, wrangler and rider, dude and sagebrusher, artist and photographer, naturalist and philosopher,” he wrote, “a primitive wilderness and a bit of the Old West tinted with hues of our present day.”86 In 1926, Great Northern Railway’s publicity campaign featured a portrait by Winold Reiss of a prominent Blackfeet Indian beneath the heading: “Chief Two Guns White Calf invites you to Glacier National Park.”87 In the early 1930s, it was simply: “Blackfeet Braves invite you…” Although brochures still described Glacier National Park as an “Ideal Place to See American Indians,” by 1936 White Calf and the Braves had disappeared from most of the railroad’s promotional materials. In their place, glaciers beckoned prospective tourists to the region: “Sky‐born glaciers—sixty of them—invite you to Glacier National Park on the Roof of the Rockies, where romantic lakes and shimmering waterfalls provide [a] setting […] long to be remembered!”88 Today, visitors to Grinnell Glacier board a vintage wooden boat—fittingly named “Chief Two Guns”—outside the Many Glacier Hotel, which shuttles them across Swiftcurrent Lake to the popular trailhead.                                                         84 Campbell, “Origin of the Scenic Features of the Glacier National Park.” 85 Daniel Fagre and Lisa McKeon write, “The paired photographs of the Boulder Glacier Ice Cave are significant from both cultural and natural resource perspectives. The 1932 image illustrates the attraction that early tourists to GNP had for glaciers as a charismatic geological phenomenon.” Fagre and McKeon, “Documenting Disappearing Glaciers,” 77‐88. 86 George C. Ruhle, Guide to Glacier National Park (Minneapolis: John W. Foshay, [1949] 1962), 3‐4. 87 “Chief Two Guns White Calf invites you,” magazine advertisement, 1926, roll 1, frame 40, M382, Great Northern Railway Company, Advertising and Publicity Department, Magazine and Newspaper Advertisements, 1884‐1970, Magazine and Newspaper Articles and Other Publicity, 1911‐1943, Minnesota Historical Society, St. Paul (MNHS). 88 “Sky‐born glaciers,” magazine advertisement, 1936, roll 2, frame 363, M382, Great Northern Railway Company, Advertising and Publicity Department, Magazine and Newspaper Advertisements, 1884‐1970, Magazine and Newspaper Articles and Other Publicity, 1911‐1943, Minnesota Historical Society, St. Paul (MNHS). 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The park’s glaciers no longer need any introduction. They are ever‐present in the minds of the nearly two million visitors who flock to Glacier National Park every year. Tourists have learned to see glaciers just as the glaciers recede from view. The allure of ice, in other words, has strengthened while the ice itself has weakened. As these examples demonstrate, Indians and glaciers have both figured prominently in efforts to promote Glacier National Park over the course of its first century. At times, vanishing Indians have commanded the most attention. Other times—especially the past two decades—melting glaciers have dominated the spotlight. The ebb and flow of their respective profiles has mirrored to a certain extent perceptions of their vitality. Visibility, in other words, has generally corresponded with the degree of endangerment. Regardless, their stories have always been entangled and they remain so to this day.   
The Continuity of Vanishing (Part II)  Having established the fact of vanishing, we now turn to the continuity of vanishing—to establish the fact of perpetual vanishing and, thus, to identify an instrumentalized logic that has persisted throughout time. Doing so further challenges the conflation of Indians with the past and glaciers with the present. The continuity of vanishing illuminates a logic that links past and present and ruptures the temporal boundaries that hold these stories apart. The continuity of vanishing is most acutely manifest in the rhetoric of vanishing, as the tourism example suggests. The striking consistency of rhetoric used to describe vanishing Indians and glaciers implicates the logic of vanishing within the settler colonial repertoire. If establishing the fact of vanishing connects the vanishing Indian and the vanishing glacier, establishing the continuity of vanishing—the purpose of the following chapter—recognizes that they are already connected. It asserts that the stories of Indians and glaciers are not merely analogous but rather intertwined.
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Figure 4.1 Jackson Glacier Overlook in Glacier National Park 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Figure 4.2 Grinnell Glacier Trailhead in Glacier National Park 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CHAPTER 5 
The Rhetoric of Vanishing  “They are rapidly melting away—no one can deny this—and the question,” argued Joseph M. White, “is how is this doom to be averted?”1 Similarly, Morton J. Elrod asserted, “It will be at once apparent that [they] must inevitably disappear as others have done. This, alas, will happen but it may be at some time far enough distant not to worry those now living.”2 One could be excused for assuming that the former statement refers to glaciers and the latter to Indians. In fact, the opposite is true. Stripped of their context, these statements not only exemplify the rhetoric of vanishing, they also demonstrate its startling consistency over more than two centuries. The Representative of the Territory of Florida made the first statement in 1828 during a Congressional debate on Indian removal. More than a century later, Glacier National Park’s first naturalist reflected on the dismal state of the park’s glaciers in a bulletin for tourists.  There are countless examples of this rhetorical similitude. And the degree of correspondence has only increased in recent years as the debate about human’s role in global climate change has intensified. “Mountains and glaciers, arguably the most dramatic landscapes on earth, will change the most, as their layers of ice and snow diminish greatly and disappear,” lamented Michael Lanza in a recent issue of 
Backpacker Magazine. “Much of this outcome is inevitable—our carbon‐dependent lifestyle has cast the die. The question still to be answered is whether the emerging reality of melting glaciers and vanishing species motivates us to act.”3 Lanza’s challenge, if not his orientation, bears an uncanny resemblance to Captain John Mullan’s frank assessment of the plight of vanishing Indians in 1863. “The Indian is destined to disappear before the white man,” stated Mullan, “and the only question                                                         1 Dippie, The Vanishing American, 71. 2 Elrod wrote, “It will be at once apparent that the glaciers now resting against the rock walls must inevitably disappear as others have done. This, alas, will happen, but it may be at some time far enough distant not to worry those now living.” Morton J. Elrod, “What Is a Glacier,” no date, box 15, folder 23, Mss 486, Morton J. Elrod Papers, 1885‐1959, Mansfield Library, Archives & Special Collections, University of Montana, Missoula (MLASC). 3 Lanza, “Ghosts of Glacier.” 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is, how it may best be done, and his disappearance from our midst tempered with those elements calculated to produce to himself the least amount of suffering, and to us the least amount of cost.”4 Echoing Mullan’s sentiment—as well as intimating that his question remained sadly unanswered nearly one hundred years later—historian Kenneth Ross Toole wrote, “[T]he opportunity to deal with a proud and independent people has long since been lost. All that can be done now is to deal both understandingly and practicably with a people whose final heritage consists of a built‐in and ineradicable tragedy.”5 In addition to fueling the rise of “doom tourism”—a form of eco‐tourism that highlights the devastating effects of global warming—the spectacle of vanishing glaciers has reproduced a strangely familiar rhetoric, in which the remaining glaciers are described as “feeble remnants,” “degenerate relics,” and “last vestiges.”6 This, of course, resonates with nineteenth century accounts of an expanding empire. The inexorable decline of Indians was often described—in glacial terms—as a “wasting” or “melting away.” The Indians would vanish, it was believed, “as the snow melts before the sunbeam,” or more specifically, “before the glow and heat of a Christian civilization.”7 “The entire process,” writes one prominent author with a touch of sarcasm, “was as natural, inevitable, and free of human responsibility, as glaciation.”8 
                                                        4 Capt. John Mullan, “Report On The Construction Of A Military Road From Fort Walla‐Walla To Fort Benton” (Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 1863), 64. 5 Toole, Montana: An Uncommon Land, 138. 6 Salkin, “’Tourism of doom’ on rise.” 7 “The Indian was at the sunset of his existence; night was about to swallow a race fated to vanish ‘as the snow melts before the sunbeam,’ or ‘like the morning dew, insensibly and mysteriously to disappear, before the lights of civilization and Christianity.’” Dippie, The Vanishing American, 13. “Of course the natives knew not that they were parting with their homes forever; neither did the new settlers know how swiftly their predecessors upon the soil would melt away before the glow and heat of a Christian civilization.” O’Brien, Firsting and Lasting, 97. 8 Ward Churchill, Indians Are Us?: Culture and Genocide in Native North America (Monroe, ME: Common Courage Press, 1994), 123. Churchill’s comment is all the more ironic given that it decouples human responsibility and glaciation. His sentiment is echoed, minus the sarcasm, by Jean O’Brien in her assessment of a historical text from New Haven, Connecticut. “The claimed melting away of the tribes with the forest, as [Leonard] Bacon portrays matters here, does not amount to a ruthless history of expulsion or unjustified conquest but a natural outcome in the production of modernity.” O’Brien, Firsting and Lasting, 42. 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The use of glacial terminology—and geophysical metaphors more generally—to describe social processes of elimination and assimilation is not uncommon. Historian Brian Dippie’s book, The Vanishing American, for instance, includes numerous examples.9 “[T]he Indians were vanishing like snow before the vernal influence,” observed William Tudor Jr..10 In his poem, “An Indian at the Burying‐place of His Fathers,” William Cullen Bryant wrote: “They waste us—aye—like April snow / In the warm noon, we shrink away; / And fast they follow, as we go / Towards the setting day, / Till they shall fill the land, and we / Are driven into the western sea.”11 And in “The Death of Osceola,” poet G.W. Cutter mused: “Like snow beneath thy fiery glance— / Like dew in they garment’s ray— / Like bubbles that o’er the ocean dance— / Our tribes are swept away!”12 Even Dippie himself uses glacial metaphors in telling the story of the vanishing Indian. He writes, for example, “[George Bird] Grinnell, like most of his contemporaries, believed that the Indians were in a state of retarded development—‘grown‐up children,’ as he customarily put it—and he regarded cultural change as a glacially slow process.”13  In a popular children’s book, designed to inspire “an interest in the drama of world‐making,” wilderness advocate Robert Sterling Yard narrated a fictional scene in Glacier National Park that links geology and Indians. Seated beside a “glassy lake,” a family gazes up at two “snow‐spattered mountains.” “’That’s some glacier,’ said Jack admiringly. ‘Say, Uncle Tom, those rocks look awfully old, don’t they? They are gray and wrinkled and all cut up into seams and cracks just like that old Indian we saw at the station when we come in. They must be terribly old.’”14 The Great Northern Railway’s 1930 tourist bulletin reinforced this claim: “These old warriors and many others, all patricians of the red race, when assembled in the park, present                                                         9 Jean O’Brien’s Firsting and Lasting also includes numerous of examples of geophysical metaphors used to describe social processes. J. Lewis Dimon, for instance, wrote, “[Massasoit] lived to see his territories melt away before the steady inroad of the whites.” O’Brien, Firsting and Lasting, 22. 10 Dippie, The Vanishing American, 13.  11 Ibid. 12 Ibid, 14.  13 Ibid, 228. 14 Robert Sterling Yard, The Top of the Continent (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1917), 88. In particular, see Chapter V, “The Education of Rocky M. Goat, Jr. – No other schoolhouse in the world is more beautiful than the Glacier National Park.” 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as interesting a study as the unusual physical features of the land.”15 More recently, an art exhibition challenging racial stereotypes and cultural appropriations opened at Brown University’s Haffenreffer Museum of Anthropology. It was entitled: “Thawing the Frozen Indian.”16  
An Endangered Glacier Narrative  The world’s glaciers are becoming “a new kind of endangered species, a cryospheric weather vane for potential natural and social upheaval,” argues anthropologist Julie Cruikshank.17 Environmental historian Mark Carey identifies this emergent discourse as an “endangered glacier narrative,” and proceeds to trace its deeply historical roots.18 Not surprisingly, his article, “The History of Ice: How Glaciers Became an Endangered Species,” opens with a description of Al Gore’s famous speech at the base of Grinnell Glacier in 1997. The endangered narrative, exemplified by Gore’s speech, builds on historical views of glaciers from the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, which predate concerns about climate change and glacial recession.19 “At the center of the endangered glacier narrative,” Carey argues, “are questions of power—the power to define nature and, in turn, the power to create specific laws and policies (and not others). […] Critiquing the endangered glacier narrative, then, does not propose to ignore or disregard global warming. To the contrary, it ultimately strives to refine and redirect climate change responses to make them more effective and just.”20 Taking up this challenge, Carey organizes the                                                         15 Great Northern Railway, Call of the Mountains: Vacations in Glacier National Park, Waterton Lakes 
National Park (1930), 45. 16 “Thawing the Frozen Indian: From Tobacco to ‘Top Model,’” Haffenreffer Museum of Anthropology, Brown University (May 9, 2012), accessed June 20, 2013, http://brown.edu/Facilities/Haffenreffer/ThawingtheFrozenIndian.htm. 17 Cruikshank, Do Glaciers Listen?, 6. 18 Carey, “The History of Ice.” 19 Carey writes, “I argue that this recent discourse about glacier retreat—what I call the ‘endangered glacier’ narrative—emerges from glacier perspectives that date to the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, or earlier, long before global warming became an issue and even before glaciers began receding after the Little Ice Age. Moreover, I contend that glaciers became endangered through what Nathan Sayre describes as ‘social processes,’ not just science and environmental change. Carey, “The History of Ice,” 499‐500. 20 Carey, “The History of Ice,” 501. 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historical discourse about glaciers into six categories: menacing glaciers, sublime glaciers, recreational glaciers, scientific glaciers, wilderness glaciers, and glaciers as natural resources. “[E]mbedded within recent glacier‐climate discourse,” Carey continues, “are entangled historical views of nature, science, imperialism, race, recreation, wilderness, and global power dynamics.” “Saving glaciers,” he concludes, “offers a platform or a forum to implement these ideologies.”21 Despite Carey’s sweeping conclusion, he does not specifically address the trope of the vanishing Indian.22 Nor does he speculate about how efforts to save glaciers “implement” ideologies of imperialism and race. Nevertheless, Carey’s description of the endangered glacier narrative, which “both mourns the loss of ice and seeks to save glaciers,” resonates with earlier notions of “imperialist nostalgia.”23 The continuity of vanishing rhetoric suggests that Carey’s “endangered glacier narrative” is not only related to but also predicated on the “vanishing Indian narrative.” Their historical roots are entangled. And the closer one looks the more difficult it becomes to separate Indians and glaciers in the historical imagination. The contemporary endangered glacier narrative, in other words, builds on historical views of glaciers, as Carey demonstrates, but it builds equally, I suggest, on 
                                                        21 Ibid, 500. 22 Although he does not explicitly address the vanishing Indian narrative, its correspondence with the endangered glacier narrative is never far from the surface. For instance, Carey asks rhetorically, “Will native people in Peru and Alaska one day demand the repatriation of their ice now stored in Ohio and Colorado, as they have with artifacts and specimens extracted from indigenous lands in the past?” Carey, “The History of Ice,” 519. 23 “But the endangered glacier narrative is about much more than global warming,” Carey argues. “It is the confluence of various historical glacier views—glaciers as menace, scientific laboratory, sublime scenery, recreation sites, places to explore and conquer, and symbols of raw wilderness—that now culminate in the endangered glacier narrative that both mourns the loss of ice and seeks to save glaciers.” Carey, “The History of Ice,” 520. “Imperialist nostalgia,” Renato Rosaldo argues, “revolves around a paradox: a person kills somebody, and then mourns the victim. In more attenuated form, somebody deliberately alters a form of life, and then regrets that things have not remained as they were prior to the intervention. At one more remove, people destroy their environment and then they worship nature. In any of its versions, imperialist nostalgia uses a pose of ‘innocent yearning’ both to capture people’s imaginations and to conceal its complicity with often brutal domination.” Rosaldo, Culture and Truth, 69‐70. Similarly, Caren Kaplan writes, “Imperialist nostalgia erases collective and personal responsibility, replacing accountability with powerful discursive practices: the vanquished or vanished ones are eulogized (thereby represented) by the victor.” Kaplan, Questions of Travel, 34. 
  199 
historical views of Indians from the eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth centuries.24  Arguably, the trope of the vanishing Indian—or what Jean O’Brien calls “a narrative of Indian extinction”—has calibrated our vision, making it easier for us to see vanishing glaciers today.25 It has cultivated a certain sensibility, making visible slow yet seemingly inexorable processes. (Figure 5.1) We have been primed to see vanishing glaciers in part because they are, in the words of Bruno Latour, “optically consistent” with vanishing Indians.26 The legacy of the vanishing Indian, it might be said, has facilitated the interpellatation of glaciers. And it has expedited the manufacture of the allure of ice. This is particularly true in places like Glacier National Park where narratives of vanishing glaciers and Indians have co‐evolved in close proximity.  The continuity of vanishing suggests not only that glaciers, like Indians, have been described and incorporated within orders of knowledge, but also that these orders of knowledge are themselves intertwined. “The production of nature in colonial discourse did not occur through a straightforward erasure of Native presence,” argues Bruce Braun. “Dispossession did not hinge on ignoring Natives; it hinged on how they were described and incorporated within orders of knowledge.”27 In contrast, Pauline Wakeham explores how “a discourse of preservation […] sustains the logic of perpetual vanishing.”28 This account emphasizes the fact that dispossession, description, and incorporation are ongoing processes. “Colonial power structures and their legitimating discourses are very much still alive,” Wakeham later argues. “Moreover, colonial discourse’s propensity for reincarnation—its malleability and capacity to reinvent itself over time—have 
                                                        24 In the words of Julie Cruikshank, they are “entangled narratives.” Cruikshank, “Melting Glaciers and Emerging Histories,” 372‐74. 25 O’Brien, Firsting and Lasting, xiii. 26 Bruno Latour, “Visualisation and Cognition: Thinking with Eyes and Hands,” in Henrika Kuklick (ed), Knowledge and Society: Studies in the Sociology of Culture Past and Present, Vol. 6 (1986), 7‐9. See also Martin Mahony, “How to See a Glacier,” Topograph (October 26, 2012), accessed June 20, 2013, http://thetopograph.blogspot.com/2012/10/how‐to‐see‐glacier.html. 27 Braun, The Intemperate Rainforest, 61. 28 Wakeham, Taxidermic Signs, 154. 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been vital to its hegemonic longevity.”29 This malleability and capacity for reinvention is evident in the conjuncture of vanishing Indians and glaciers. To say that the “endangered glacier narrative” is predicated on the “vanishing Indian narrative” suggests that the former is a reincarnation of the latter, which in turn implicates glacier narratives in colonial power structures. The specific case of Glacier National Park, then, gives more credence to Carey’s claim that saving glaciers offers a platform to implement ideologies of imperialism and race. Edward Said’s reflections on imaginative geographies of the Orient are also useful for understanding these entangled orders of knowledge. Focusing on how the Orient became known in the west and the lenses through which it was experienced, Said argues that the Orient acquired “a status more rather than less familiar.” Similarly, I suggest that vanishing glaciers are neither “completely novel” nor “completely well known.” Instead, they seem to occupy what Said describes as “a new median category.” This category, he argues, “allows one to see new things, things seen for the first time, as versions of a previously known thing.”30 Carey’s outline of an endangered glacier narrative, therefore, is strengthened when it is read with and against Brian Dippie’s The Vanishing American and Jean O’Brien’s Firsting and Lasting.31 Echoing Carey’s conclusion while focusing on Indians from New England, O’Brien argues, “Local texts […] form a composite extinction narrative that resonated everywhere and whose message was unmistakable: New England Indians had either ceased to exist, or their prospects for 
                                                        29 Wakeham describes processes of “time‐warping, time‐lagging, and allochronism” as key to colonial discourse’s “propensity for reincarnation.” Wakeham, Taxidermic Signs, 203. Danika Medak‐Saltzman argues, “Part of the insidiousness of this narrative of Native disappearance is that it is much easier to maintain than it is to write Native actors and experiences into public consciousness.” Danika Medak‐Saltzman, “Transnational Indigenous Exchange: Rethinking Global Interactions of Indigenous Peoples at the 1904 St. Louis Exposition,” American Quarterly, Vol. 62, No. 3 (2010), 597. 30 Said writes, “Something patently foreign and distant acquires, for one reason or another, a status more rather than less familiar. One tends to stop judging things either as completely novel or as completely well known; a new median category emerges, a category that allows one to see new things, things seen for the first time, as versions of a previously known thing. In essence such a category is not so much a way of receiving new information as it is a method of controlling what seems to be a threat to some established view of things.” Said, Orientalism, 58‐59. Cited in Gregory, 
The Colonial Present, 18. 31 Dippie, The Vanishing American; O’Brien, Firsting and Lasting. 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the future had dimmed to the vanishing point.”32 The degree of correspondence comes into sharpest relief when the intersecting histories of glaciers and Indians in Montana are closely examined. Making this connection between “varieties of vanishing,” moreover, is vital to realizing Carey’s desire for more “effective and just” responses to climate change. Historicizing the vanishing glacier also raises questions about the legibility of indigeneity in the present tense and the extent to which our expectations are constrained by “endangered authenticities” produced in the past tense.33  
Carving & Sculpting  The rhetoric of vanishing is both consistent and multidimensional. In some cases, the consistency seems almost incidental. The use of carving metaphors, for instance, links the park’s political origins vis‐à‐vis the Blackfeet Reservation with its geological origins vis‐à‐vis glaciers. In other words, interpreters often describe how the park was carved from a larger reservation just as ancient glaciers carved or sculpted the present‐day landscape. Reflecting on the park’s origins four years after its establishment, Katherine Louis Smith wrote, “It was originally part of the Blackfeet Indian Reservation, from which it was carved by an Act of Congress, with the consent of the Indians, because it was hoped that within its limits there might be found mineral deposits of great value.”34 Following a ten‐day journey through the newly‐created (yet long ago carved) park in 1911, journalist Tom Dillon boasted ecstatically, “Glacier National Park has no sideshows for garrulous trippers; it has no Coney Island attractions; it has no geysers; there are other canyons as deep; other mountains as high; but those who have roamed the world with open eyes say earnestly that there is no spot where nature has so condensed her wonders and run 
                                                        32 O’Brien, Firsting and Lasting, 139. 33 James Clifford, The Predicament of Culture: Twentieth­Century Ethnography, Literature, and Art (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1988), 5. 34 Katherine Louis Smith, “Glacier National Park,” The Outlook (October 28, 1914). 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riot with such utter abandon; where she has carved and hewn with such unrestrained fancy and scattered her jewels with so reckless a hand.”35  In 1919, Robert Sterling Yard wrote, “[T]hree ice invasions of the Glacial Age carve[d] […] the extraordinary area which is called to‐day the Glacier National Park.”36 And in 1927, Yard insisted, “Every one should not only see a glacier from a distance but should cultivate a more intimate acquaintance with these master 
carvers that have been such a powerful factor in creating the scenic beauty of Glacier Park.”37 A 1964 Great Northern Railway magazine advertisement described Glacier National Park as “Vacationland, USA: Where ancient glaciers carved a mountain fantasy.”38 In contrast, photographer Greg Beaumont portrayed glaciation as “the magnificent sculptor.” Glaciation “left its bold signature everywhere,” he claimed, “and this park honors with its name the force that shaped it.”39 For geologist Bailey Willis, who surveyed the region in 1901, the sun was the “great sculptor.” “[T]he great sculptor, the sun, who with his tools, the elements, shapes the landscape forms, has with light touch engraved to the music of brooks or cut boldly to the tumult of a torrent,” Willis wrote wistfully. He then characterized the glacier as one of the sun’s primary tools. “His broader chisel, the glacier, which in darkness and in silence digs deeply into mountain masses, has also left its marks, but chiefly on the heights alone.” Willis concluded, “Rarely are the forms carved by river and rivulet brought into such striking contrast with those sculpted by ice as in the mountains of Northwestern Montana.”40 This message of glacial carving and sculpting persists to this day. The Glacier National Park website, for example, features a disclaimer near the bottom of the page: “Did You Know? Glacier National park was named for the glaciers that carved,                                                         35 Tom Dillon, “Over the Trails of Glacier National Park” (Great Northern Railway, 1911), 6. 36 Yard, The Book of the National Parks, 260. 37 Yard, The Call of the Mountains, 22. 38 “Vacationland, USA,” magazine advertisement, 1964, roll 5, frame 159, M382, Great Northern Railway Company, Advertising and Publicity Department, Magazine and Newspaper Advertisements, 1884‐1970, Magazine and Newspaper Articles and Other Publicity, 1911‐1943, Minnesota Historical Society, St. Paul (MNHS). 39 Greg Beaumont, Many­Storied Mountains: The Life of Glacier National Park (Washington DC: National Park Service Natural History Handbook Series #10, Division of Publications, 1978), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.nps.gov/history/history/online_books/natural/10/nh10b.htm. 40 Willis, “Along the Northwest Boundary,” 2335. 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sculpted, and formed this landscape millions of years ago. Despite the recession of current glaciers, the park’s name will not change when the glaciers are gone.”41 In addition, the carving metaphor is employed by interpretive rangers on an almost daily basis in response to visitors’ concerns and questions about vanishing glaciers. This now frequent refrain, however, derives from messages that were honed early in the park’s history. “While the glaciers are fascinating, interest in them soon leads to enthusiasm over the scenic effects created as a result of the prehistoric glacial action,” argued Yard in 1927, “and nowhere in America is this so strikingly displayed.”42 If the repeated use of carving metaphors to describe both Indians and glaciers is incidental, the rhetorical correspondence, in other cases, is more substantive and the association carries greater material consequence.  
Clinging & Hiding  A more striking and arguably more substantive correspondence, for example, revolves around the geography or spatial distribution of glaciers within the park and Indians within both the reservation and park. Describing the park’s glaciers in 1914, William Alden wrote, “Hidden away in the recesses of the mighty mountain ranges these rare and wonderful features form a climax to many of the interesting trips open to the tourist.”43 In 1921, Marius Campbell warned that the park’s remaining glaciers, “only the diminutive remnants of the earlier ones,” would likely disappear “if the mean annual temperature were raised slightly or the amount of precipitation decreased.” “As it is,” he explained, “they cling to the north and east sides of the high ridges and peaks where the winter snows find a lodging place and where the summer sun has little effect upon them.”44 More poetically, Earle Gage exclaimed, “Not one or two, but dozens of [glaciers] are clinging to the sides of the scarred ridges of the Continental Divide, where they spread out like a string of 
                                                        41 Glacier National Park, accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.nps.gov/glac/. 42 Yard, The Call of the Mountains, 23. 43 Alden, Glaciers of Glacier National Park, 3‐4. 44 Campbell, “Origin of the Scenic Features of the Glacier National Park.” 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pearls glistening in the sun.”45 A brief overview of Glacier National Park’s geologic history on the backside of the Great Northern Railway’s 1933 “Aeroplane Map” recounted how, during the “glacier period,” “snow accumulated and froze into glaciers many miles long and from 1,000 to 3,000 feet in thickness. They dug out the valleys and left the steep, bare slopes. Finally they began to melt and today their survivors cling to the higher peaks while the valleys are occupied by lakes and streams.”46  This image of modern glaciers clinging tenuously to rocky cirques deep within the park’s interior mirrors depictions of Indians, particularly after the encroachment of settlers, retreating to the distant margins of their traditional territories and also their contemporary reservations. “Greatly reduced in numbers and crippled in resources, the Blackfeet slowly retreated before the advancing tide of white settlers,” wrote Walter McClintock in The Old North Trail. “Yielding to the pressure from the whites and their own dire necessities, they sold by treaty vast tracts of land to the United States, so that they now occupy only a narrow strip of country bordering upon the eastern slopes of the northern Rockies.”47 George Bird Grinnell’s popular Blackfoot Lodge Tales included a similar description. “Crowded into a little corner of the great territory which they once dominated, and holding this corner by an uncertain tenure, a few Blackfeet still exist,” Grinnell stated, “the pitiful remnant of a once mighty people.”48 The rhetoric of clinging, moreover, extends from political territory to cultural essence. The Great Northern Railway’s 1930 tourist bulletin, for instance, explained the Blackfeet’s disproportionate authenticity with clinging rhetoric. “But with all the vastly changed conditions affecting the lives of the plains Indians, the Blackfeet, partly because they were the last great tribe to come into contact with white men, retain in a large measure their racial characteristics, and they cling to ancient customs, manners and traditions.”49 
                                                        45 Gage, “Where Are You Going on Your Vacation?,” 554. 46 Great Northern Railway, Glacier National Park: Aeroplane Map (1933). 47 Walter McClintock, The Old North Trail (London: Macmillan and Co., 1910), 4. 48 Grinnell, Blackfoot Lodge Tales, 179‐80. 49 Great Northern Railway, The Call of the Mountains, 45. 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In a “Historic Resource Study,” commissioned by the park in 1970, historian James Sheire described how the Blackfeet slowly but inevitably “withdrew to a reservation in northern Montana.” “In the shadows of the backbone‐of‐the‐world, the mountains that had for 250 years constituted the western boundary of their empire, the shaken tribe,” he concluded, “awaited acculturation.”50 In a popular and playful book about park rangers, Horace M. Albright, former Director of the National Park Service, portrayed Glacier National Park as an ideal place “to see the Plains Indians in real life.” “Noble and handsome,” the Blackfeet, he claimed, were the “most distinctive” of all the Plains Indians. In addition to the Blackfeet, for whom the park was an “ancient hunting ground,” Albright briefly acknowledged the “other Indians” who “in early days occupied the western part of Glacier Park beyond the continental divide.” “These were the Flatheads and the Kootenais, but they were inferior to the Blackfeet,” Albright declared. “Today they reside at considerable distances from the park. The old Flathead reservation south west of Glacier Park has been opened to settlement and the Indians are seen only if the Sagebrusher explores the byways off the main highways.”51 The evidence upon which Albright based his assertions remains unclear, however, the notion that Indians were making themselves scarce had become widespread. Perhaps Albright read The Butte 
Evenings News, which reported that the most impressive feature of the Flathead Reservation, in addition to its “prairie character,” was the “absence of Indians.” Published on the eve of its opening, the story sought to ease the concerns of prospective homesteaders by minimizing—or, in this case, by containing—the presence of Indians. “One does not see hide nor hair of a buck or squaw except at the mission. The Indians are all pretty well away from the country road which follows along the water grade of the Flathead River to Polson. They are settled up close to 
                                                        50 Sheire continued, “The traditional social, cultural, political, and economic forms which had given order and meaning to their historical existence were coming to an end. No longer did they follow the great buffalo herds, but instead lined up at the agency to receive government rations.” Sheire, “Historic Resource Study,” 19. 51 Horace M. Albright and Frank J. Taylor, Oh, Ranger! A Book about the National Parks (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1928). 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the timber they love so well and along creeks, for the red man hates to dig a well or pump water.”52  This rhetorical strategy is clearly not without material consequence. The implications of the clinging, hiding, and retreating narratives are particularly salient in relation to land alienation or dispossession. In certain instances the implications of this rhetoric are crystal clear—rhetorical dispossession directly facilitated material dispossession. For example, in the eighteenth chapter of his 1917 biography of James J. Hill—entitled “Westward Ho!”—Joseph Gilpin Pyle wrote, “The appearance of a reservation as an obstacle to railroad construction seems now to belong to a past so distant that it is hard to realize what delay, uncertainty, and expense, in the earlier opening of the country, were attributable to this cause, and how great enterprises could be hung up for years at the boundary of a desolate and unused Indian preserve.”53 Ideologically, the clinging and hiding metaphors worked in harmony, with elusive and clinging glaciers luring tourists into uncharted wilderness and pliant and hiding Indians allowing settlers to occupy their underutilized lands. Seemingly innocuous, the rhetoric of clinging and hiding subtly equated “out of sight” not just with “out of mind” but also “out of existence.” Marius Barbeau hinted at this discursive strategy and ideological trajectory in Indian Days 
in the Canadian Rockies. “[T]he Indians have vanished out of sight,” he writes, “almost out of existence.”54  
Menacing Glaciers & Marginal Lands  Glacier narratives in pre‐Enlightenment Europe, Mark Carey argues, emphasized menacing characteristics.55 In other words, glaciers were often perceived as threats to life or livelihood. First‐hand experience with rapidly advancing glaciers and associated floods during the Little Ice Age partly justified these fears, Carey demonstrates. The menacing glacier also figures prominently in the history of                                                         52 “Facts of the Flathead Which Opens to Entry Tomorrow,” Butte Evening News (May 1, 1910). 53 Pyle, The life of James J. Hill, 385‐87. 54 Marius Barbeau, Indian Days in the Canadian Rockies (Toronto: Macmillan, 1923), 3. 55 Carey, “The History of Ice,” 501‐503. 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Glacier National Park. However, close examination reveals that the menacing glacier narrative fractures along lines of social difference. Specifically, a paradox emerges whereby glaciers become inviting for whites at precisely the same time they become menacing for Indians. The production of menacing glaciers—and it is a production—is largely a retrospective project, resulting from the proliferation of historical narratives about the Blackfeet’s supposed relationship with the lands that would eventually become a national park. The depiction of glaciers as menacing was instrumental, therefore, in construing these lands as marginal to traditional Indigenous subsistence practices—instrumental, in other words, to purifying the wilderness. If we recall Mark Spence’s argument that “uninhabited wilderness had to be created before it could be preserved” it becomes clear that the menacing glacier was one of the means by which wilderness and national parks were created.56 By portraying certain lands as marginal—naturally unproductive and/or culturally underutilitized—the menacing glacier narrative facilitates and justifies dispossession. In turn, within a settler colonial context, the selective transformation of menacing glaciers into recreational and scientific glaciers facilitates and justifies (white) possession.  In August of 1911, the Great Northern Railway organized “a pathfinding tour through Glacier National Park” for “a party of Chicago, Twin City and Seattle newspapermen.”57 The “first large party to go through the park” was charged with “appraising the beauties of this section of the Rocky Mountains.”58 Tom Dillon of the 
Seattle Post­Intelligencer was one of ten journalists on the expedition. The following spring, Great Northern published his detailed journals in a booklet for prospective tourists, Over the Trails of Glacier National Park. “Reading this tale may suggest to you a new and novel way of spending your vacation the coming summer.”59 Dillon’s account of a trip to Sperry Glacier exemplifies the menacing glacier narrative in Glacier National Park. The narrative, however, was short lived, at least for some. The                                                         56 Spence adds, “This type of landscape became reified in the first national parks.” Spence, 
Dispossessing the Wilderness, 4. 57 W.O. Chapman, The Diary of an Amateur Explorer (Great Northern Railway, 1912), 1. 58 Chapman, The Diary of an Amateur Explorer, 1; Dillon, Over the Trails of Glacier National Park, 3. 59 Dillon, Over the Trails of Glacier National Park, 3. 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new park—“where God sat when he made America”—contained “three‐score glaciers within its borders [that] are slowly and silently grinding away at their epochal task.”60 On their second day in the backcountry, the newspapermen climbed from Avalanche Basin to Sperry Glacier. “The scramble back over the rock to the glacier begins,” recalled Dillon.    All along its face are thin‐lipped caverns that look like hungry, yawning mouths, so much so that one does not venture inside them. They have a cruel, snarling twist, as if they would ask nothing better than to crush flesh and bone. And they end a darkness, deep and forbidding, that gives out moans and sobs. Inside, some ice‐imprisoned wind is vainly beating against its chill bars, sobbing for the sunlight and the pines. […] [The crevasses] are deep, sinister clefts, that lie like traps, terrifying by their sheer depth, although a man may stand astride them and could hardly fall into one. Down below, in the chill depths, the wind is hissing through icy teeth, shrill and sharp. A sort of fascinating terror holds the spectator until raindrops fall in cupfuls and spur him upward and onward.61   One of Dillon’s companions, W.O. Chapman of the Chicago Evening Post, told a remarkably different story about Sperry Glacier. “There was the glacier at the very hands of the explorers,” Chapman wrote. “It was acres of snow and ice. Glad they had kept at their grueling task until the end, the amateurs disported themselves like boys on this August snowfield. […] The explorers walked out on it for a quarter of a mile and threw snowballs.”62 Edward Frank Allen offered a similarly playful account of an expedition to Sperry Glacier in 1913.    Finally the glacier is reached, and unless you are something more—or less—than human, you will reach down for a handful of the snow that covers the ice beneath, and pelt your nearest neighbor with it, thinking the while how you will tell the people back home of the day in June, or July or August, when you indulged in the luxury of a snowball fight. ‘They won’t believe it,’ you muse whimsically, ‘but it makes a good story.’63                                                          60 Dillon, Over the Trails of Glacier National Park, 5. 61 Ibid, 20. 62 Chapman, The Diary of an Amateur Explorer, 13. 63 Allen, “The Greatness of Glacier National Park,” 65. 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In contrast to Dillon, Chapman and Allen’s lighthearted accounts suggest the transition from menacing to recreational glacier was already well underway. No doubt the journalists’ collective stories in 1911 accelerated this transition. Robert Sterling Yard’s description of Grinnell Glacier in 1927, on the other hand, epitomizes the transformation of menacing glaciers into recreational and scientific glaciers—compatible and mutually reinforcing narratives. “Grinnell Glacier offers the best field for the exploration and study of any in this region,” Yard insisted.    It furnishes thrills that cannot be experienced any other place. It also provides a liberal education in glaciers and glacial action. Grinnell is not the repellent, forbidding ice sheet that is characteristic of many glaciers. It is not too large to easily comprehend. It is friendly, inviting and under competent guides and with Park Service nature instructors to tell of the interesting formations you will count it one of your best days in Glacier.64   The park’s preeminent naturalist, Morton J. Elrod, validated Yard’s claim in a photograph taken on Grinnell Glacier in August 1926. In the image, a dozen tourists, strung together by rope, navigate cautiously through a series of crevasses under the watchful eye of their guide. “The ice surface of Grinnell Glacier has exceptional interest for park sightseers on a hot summer day,” wrote Elrod in the caption.   They may be clumsy and awkward, for rarely has one of these visitors seen a glacier, but they are safely held by the rope and follow the guide eagerly wherever he goes. A day among the crevasses and on solid ice of unknown depth, flanked by the great cliffs of the Garden Wall, with both mountain goats and mountain sheep on the rock ledges, is universally acclaimed as the most wonderful experience of life. One can only guess at the fun the people in this party are having, and the joy they experience in their several hours on solid ice.65   In these instances, Grinnell Glacier was transformed into a site for popular education—an outdoor classroom in John Muir’s “University of Wilderness.” “[A]n                                                         64 Yard, The Call of the Mountains, 22. 65 Morton J. Elrod, photograph w/caption, 1926, box 114, folder 33, Series XII: Photographic Prints With Text, 1910‐1928 And Undated, Mss 486, Morton J. Elrod Papers, 1885‐1959, Mansfield Library, Archives & Special Collections, University of Montana, Missoula (MLASC). 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open textbook of glaciation is everywhere displayed,” proclaimed photographer Greg Beaumont while taking in the scenery at Hidden Pass.66 By shifting contexts slightly, the transformation of menacing glaciers into recreational and scientific glaciers can be seen as a process of civilizing glaciers. This, of course, evokes processes of civilizing Indians, which in turn raises questions the relationship between menacing glaciers and savage Indians. Although W.O. Chapman did not share Tom Dillon’s fear of glaciers, he did express apprehension about Indians in the park.    On this day and at this place assembled a corps of hothouse plants, city workers, persons who live under roofs, labor in skyscrapers, eat off of a table and sleep in beds, and whose daily journeys are made by automobiles, suburban trains or street cars. They organized an exploring party to tread paths trod before only by Indians, trappers, the early woodmen and by velvet‐pawed beasts of prey. They had abundant assurance, however, before perfecting their plans that the Indian and the beast of prey would be kept at a safe distance. Otherwise there might not be any explorations.67   The park responded to this need for reassurance by emphasizing the friendliness and approachability of Indians in its promotional literature. A 1936 brochure assured visitors, “[The Blackfeet] have laid aside their former intense hostility to the whites and have reconciled themselves to the fate of irrepressible civilization.”68 The following year, Robert Fletcher of the Montana State Highway Department offered prospective tourists a more detailed explanation. “Indians have a world of dignity and reserve with strangers. They have had a pretty raw deal from the white man in the past and so are naturally suspicious until you are well‐known to them or have been vouched for by a mutual friend. Once you get well acquainted they are very friendly and eager to make things pleasant for you.”69 The Great Northern Railway also reinforced this message. In a 1913 magazine advertisement for its “Splendid Portfolio of Indian Pictures,” Great Northern declared, “Although                                                         66 Beaumont, Many­Storied Mountains. 67 Chapman, The Diary of an Amateur Explorer, 2. 68 National Park Service, Glacier National Park – Montana. 69 Robert H. Fletcher, Headin' for the Hills (Helena: Montana State Highway Department, 1937), 18. 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they have long ago abandoned their warlike practices and are now especially noted among the surviving Indian races for their friendliness to the whites, they have still retained in their purity, the majority of the customs and habits of their ancestors.” “Write today for Portfolio or Sample Pictures and Complete Glacier Park Literature,” advised General Passenger Agent H.A. Noble.70 Another Great Northern publication, the 1933 “Aeroplane Map,” also stressed the preservation of purity in spite of pacification. “Friendly associations with thousands of white visitors during the past decade have not greatly changed their manner of living,” the map indicated.71  In his popular book, Out of the North: A Brief Historical Sketch of the Blackfeet 
Indian Tribe, Frank B. Linderman was careful to differentiate the past‐tense Blackfeet—fierce and hostile—from the present‐tense Blackfeet—gracious and welcoming. Of the former, he cautioned, “No tribal name appears oftener in the history of the Northwestern plains; no other is so indelibly written into the meager records of the early fur‐trade of the upper Missouri river, and none ever inspired more dread in white plainsmen. Hell‐gate was not so named because the water there was fiercely wild, or the mountain trail difficult, but because the way led from tranquility to trouble, to the lands of the hostile Blackfeet.”72 And of the present‐tense Blackfeet, Linderman observed, “Fortunately for those who are interested in the history of Plains Indians, the Blackfeet reservation adjoins Glacier National Park in Montana, and each summer members of this proud tribe encamp in Glacier Park. They are exceedingly gracious to visitors as well as to artists and writers who visit the Park for the purpose of studying Indian life and customs.”73 The emergence of “friendly Indians,” thus coincided with the emergence of recreational or “friendly” glaciers. Moreover, park interpreters or “competent guides,” as Sterling Yard’s comments suggested, played an increasingly vital role in mediating relations between tourists and both glaciers and Indians.  While rangers and interpreters sought to allay visitors’ fears of menacing glaciers and savage                                                         70 Great Northern Railway, “A Splendid Portfolio of Indian Pictures,” Travel, Vol. 20, No. 6 (April 1913), 76. 71 Great Northern Railway, Glacier National Park: Aeroplane Map. 72 Frank B. Linderman, Out of the North: A Brief Historical Sketch of the Blackfeet Indian Tribe (St. Paul, MN: St. Paul Book & Stationary Co., 1947), 3.  73 Ibid. 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Indians, historians performed another task. They methodically diminished Indian ties to the land now comprising Glacier National Park, refashioning it as always already marginal to the Indians. Early accounts of Indians and their relationships to Glacier are often riddled with contradiction. In 1892, for example, George Bird Grinnell wrote in his popular 
Blackfoot Lodge Tales, “As known to the whites, the Blackfeet were true prairie Indians, seldom venturing into the mountains, except when they crossed them to war with the Kutenais, the Flatheads, or the Snakes.”74 A few chapters later, Grinnell described the Blackfeet as “splendid prairie hunters” but also “skillful in climbing mountains and killing sheep and goats.”75 In contrast, Madison Grant alleged in 1919, “Little is known of the earlier history of the Glacier National Park region.”76 Nonetheless, he quickly proceeded to fill in the blanks. “The mountains here,” he insisted, “had always been a hunting ground for Indians and had been visited by parties of Kootenais from the west, and by Crees and Bloods from the north. […] The Blackfeet also camped about the lakes and hunted the mountain bison found in the valleys and on the foothills.”77 A few paragraphs later, however, Grant contradicted himself when he claimed the “westerly portion of the Blackfeet Indian Reservation [...] was not used by these Indians.”78 Adding to the confusion, he concluded, “The Blackfeet Indians, whose hunting grounds and reservation included the territory of the Glacier Park, cared little about this mountain country, as they had been first a timber and then a plains tribe. The only Indians who hunted in the mountains were Crees or Stoneys from the north and the Kootenais from the west, and sometimes the Bloods came down from the north to trap beaver.”79 On the cover of the Great Northern Railway’s 1927 tourist bulletin, Call of the 
Mountains, an Indian with outstretched arms gazes up at the serrated ridge of Citadel Mountain with a mixture of awe and reverence.80 Three years later the cover                                                         74 Grinnell, Blackfoot Lodge Tales, 179. 75 Ibid, 241. 76 Grant, Early History of Glacier National Park, 3. 77 Ibid, 5. 78 Ibid, 6. 79 Ibid, 7. 80 Yard, The Call of the Mountains. 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depicted a group of automobile tourists looking gleefully over the Prince of Wales Hotel at Upper Waterton Lake. Although the Indian had disappeared from its cover, the 1930 bulletin included a brief description of “the primitive and picturesque tribesmen who live in the very shadows of the ‘Shining Mountains’ and whose traditions and history have so enriched these areas with Indian lore.”81 Written largely in the past tense, it acknowledged uncertainty about the tribes’ historical relationship to the park. “Writers do not agree as to what use the Blackfeet made of the mountainous areas of their domain which are now included in Glacier and Waterton Lakes Parks,” the bulletin stated.   Some say the Indians feared the mountains. The lofty peaks, the gloom of the forests, the roar of waterfalls, and the shriek of winds in storm‐swept defiles were believed the expression of a malignant force whom it was the part of wisdom to avoid by remaining on the plains—those plains they loved—whose wide vistas could conceal no lurking enemy, supernatural or otherwise. Others tell us the Blackfeet went on many excursions into that matchless hunting ground where elk, pastured in the high flowered‐starred valleys, and mountain sheep and goats, perched on dizzy ledges, offered a delicate target for their arrows.82   Uncertainty, however, soon gave way to more confident assertions about the land’s timeless marginality. The consensus among park historians, in other words, actually hardened over the course of the twentieth century. This conclusion was obviously convenient to the extent that it reinforced the National Park Service’s legitimacy as sole steward of the land. Moreover, this historical “fact” was used to counter an increasingly strong correlation between Indians and the park. “Indians are closely associated with Glacier National Park in the minds of park visitors,” noted George Ruhle in his Guide to Glacier National Park. Largely due to the proximity of reservation to the park, this association was further cultivated through the use of Indians to entertain tourists at Glacier Park Hotel. “This history of the park,” Ruhle argued, “begins with the Indians.” Nevertheless, Indian use was fleeting. “Although the Blackfeet regarded the mountain fastness with awe, even                                                         81 Great Northern Railway, The Call of the Mountains, 44. 82 Ibid, 45. 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dread, they did enter this abode of spirits to fast and to cross to the Flathead country to the west,” he concluded.83 Historian Curt W. Buchholtz reinforced Ruhle’s assertion while also calling into question some of the evidence upon which was based. “Many of the Native American visits and attachments to Glacier remain primarily supposition,” he wrote, “for much of their story is the creation of a few twentieth‐century writers’ imaginations.”84 For Buchholtz, the precise details of the tribes’ historical relationship to the park remained “pure speculation.”85 Based, moreover, on legend rather than recorded history.    Any discussion about Indian relationships to the park must recall two things: first, that almost no written evidence outside legend links the Indians to the park; second, twentieth‐century writers, hoping to win a readership with park visitors, wanted to make Glacier the ancestral home of the Blackfeet. Tepees planted next to park hotels, Indian place names, Indians dressed in war bonnets greeting eastern visitors, all promoted an illusion of a primitive people still living in a primitive or wild area. The reservation Indian used by the twentieth‐century promoter failed to represent his actual cultural relationship to the mountains.86   In other words, the tribes’ historical relationship, Buchholtz suggested, was basically manufactured after the park was created in order to stimulate the imagination of tourists. Additionally, this representation perverted or contaminated the “actual cultural relationship” between the Blackfeet and Glacier National Park. Ironically, Buchholtz permitted himself to indulge in occasional speculation. Citing the “Home of the Wind Maker” legend, first recorded by Walter McClintock, Buchholtz wrote, “As the legend indicated a dread or fear of the supernatural power high in the mountains, we may speculate that superstitions developed from a 
                                                        83 Ruhle, Guide to Glacier National Park, 7. 84 Curt W. Buchholtz, Man In Glacier (West Glacier, MT: Glacier Natural History Association, Inc., 1976). 85 “What is outlined in legend may be relevant to what actually occurred in history,” Buchholtz writes. “But history does not record the activities of Napi nor the travels of the first Native American visitor to the area now designated as Glacier National Park. We can reconstruct general tribal movements around or through the park area, but specific visits and supernatural acts remain pure speculation.” Buchholtz, Man In Glacier. 86 Buchholtz, Man In Glacier. 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Blackfoot unfamiliarity with or fear of the area.”87 Buchholtz’s argument, moreover, was undermined by contradiction. On one hand, he argued, “But as the Blackfeet became confined to their Montana reservation, their familiarity and relationship with the neighboring mountain features increased.” On the other hand, Buchholtz concluded, “Thus, the lives and legends of the Native Americans within the Glacier Park area remains speculative, and their attachment to the region became even more tenuous as the Whites approached.”88 One of the most extensive articulations of the marginal lands thesis appeared in James Sheire’s two‐part “Historical Resource Study,” commissioned by Glacier National Park in 1970. Part one, entitled “Indians and Mountains,” comprised a quarter of the report’s length, whereas part two, “Americans and Mountains,” tellingly made up three quarters of its length. The primary goal of the first part, it seems, was to establish Glacier Park’s marginality within the traditional aboriginal territories. “The area today called Glacier National Park was marginal in the lives of the various tribes which lived on both sides of the continental divide,” wrote Sheire in no uncertain terms. “No tribe actually inhabited the park, although many came into contact with it.”89 In making these claims, Sheire repeatedly cited the 1895 negotiations with the Blackfeet for the purchase of the “Ceded Strip,” which linked the land’s marginality partly to its menacing characteristics. Convinced the Indians had “little recourse but to sell,” Commissioner William Pollock, along with George Bird Grinnell and Walter McClements, maintained the upper hand throughout the proceedings. Speaking directly to the assembled Blackfeet, Pollock insisted, the land has “never furnished your houses, never fed your cattle, nor fed you and clothed you… the mountains offer you nothing but snow and ice and rock.”90 Pollock then reiterated this point in his report to Washington. “The land sold is all mountain land, practically of no value except for the mineral deposits, principally copper, which is 
                                                        87 Windmaker Lake at the head of Swiftcurrent Creek derives its name from this legend. Buchholtz, 
Man In Glacier. 88 Buchholtz, Man In Glacier. 89 Sheire, “Historic Resource Study,” 2. 90 Ibid, 7. 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believed to exist there.”91 “It is not the final price that makes these negotiations interesting in relation to Glacier National Park,” Sheire concluded.   Rather they reveal how the Blackfeet regarded the area which was later to become the park. First, the talks demonstrated that the Indians, many of whom remembered well the days when the Blackfeet ruled supreme over the area, placed no special value on the mountains and lakes which constituted the ceded strip. They readily agreed that they derived no economic benefit from the area. In addition, they did not refer to it as the home of their ancestors nor did they attach any sentimental, religious, or psychological values to the ceded strip. Above all they made no mention of the area’s scenic or recreational attributes and placed no value on them.92  In addition, Sheire justified the purchase of the “Ceded Strip” by arguing that the Blackfeet did not value the mountainous region because they were primarily a Plains culture. Drawing on ethnologist Clark Wissler’s typology of “North American Culture Areas,” Sheire identified the Blackfeet with the “Plains Indian culture area.” “Viewing the Blackfeet according to these cultural traits or life patterns,” he wrote, “it becomes apparent that they had little contact with the mountains which rose abruptly on the western edge of their domain.”   Except for an occasional small band they did not enter the mountains. The Blackfeet stayed on the plains near their food source. It was only as the herds grew progressively smaller and smaller under the impact of both white and Indian slaughter that the Blackfeet turned to the deer and elk found among the mountains for a subsistence substitute. But by that time the reservation period had begun, and, although the 1895 agreement under which the Blackfeet sold the ceded strip contained a provision granting the tribe hunting rights in the park, they had long ceased to hunt for their food and instead herded cattle.93  Like Buchholtz, Sheire called attention to the lack of “firm documentary proof” that might substantiate Blackfeet claims to the land.94 And just as Buchholtz suggested                                                         91 Sheire, “Historic Resource Study,” 8.  92 Ibid. 93 Ibid, 10‐11. 94 “Unfortunately, it appears that Two Medicine Lakes and Chief Mountain may have been the only places in today’s Glacier National Park to which the Indians ascribed sacred significance. It is of 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the Blackfeet’s “actual cultural relationship” with the park has been eclipsed by manufactured connections, Sheire likewise bemoaned the impossibility of discerning the tribe’s “true historical relationship” within a settler colonial context. “Finally our angle of view is turned away from the historic Indian and is directed to the Indian as the white man perceived him,” he asserted. “What is interesting here is not the Indian’s true historical relationship to Glacier, but rather what the American thought that relationship was and how he used an image of the primitive man to define his own relatedness to the park.”95 Despite this acknowledgement, Sheire sought to articulate the Indian’s “true historical relationship.” In so doing, he paradoxically revealed more about “his own relatedness to the park.” A subsequent “Historic Resources Study,” published by Glacier National Park in 1980, reaffirmed Sheire’s thesis. “The Continental Divide established a natural demarcation for habitual tribal land usage,” wrote historian Alan Newell. “Thus, several bands entered the Glacier area, but no one inhabited it consistently or defended it as a traditional, inherently crucial territory.”96 The rugged land that comprises what is now Glacier National Park, Newell argued, “served the utilitarian function of natural tribal‐separation.”    The environment of this portion of severe topography dictated its exclusion from the traditional grounds of any band—including the shadowy Stoneys/Mountain Assiniboine. The area provided several lines of trans‐Divide travel, but only during the short, snow‐free season. No wonder subsequent white explorers, such as John Stevens, evinced amazement at the apparent lack of knowledge that the members of any native band held regarding Glacier‐area traverse routes.97  
                                                        course possible that the Blackfeet on the east and the Salishan tribes in the west as well as the Mountain Stonies read supernatural meaning into many of Glacier’s physical features, but there is little firm documentary proof of such. Whereas the Blackfeet experienced the backbone‐of‐the‐world with awe, wonder, and perhaps even fear, the western tribes and the Stonies were psychologically thoroughly at home in the mountains.” Sheire, “Historic Resource Study,” 46. 95 Sheire, “Historic Resource Study,” 2. 96 Alan S. Newell, David Walter, and James R. McDonald, “Historic Resources Study, Historic Structures Survey” (Glacier National Park, August 1980), 15. 97 Ibid, 16. 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In a discussion of aboriginal place‐names, Newell echoed Sheire’s observation about the use of “an image of the primitive man” by the “American” to “define his own relatedness to the park.” “The Native American appellations by which many prominent Glacier Park features currently are known must be attributed to tertiary, white sources,” he suggested.    Especially the preponderance of ‘Blackfeet’ titles for East Slope features can be traced to George Bird Grinnell, James Willard Schultz, and functionaries of federal geographical surveys and the Great Northern Railway. Each of these nomenclatures, for particular reasons, attempted to associate the aligned Blackfeet bands with Glacier‐area topography. On the other hand, a number of West Slope designations convey authentic Native American linguistic sources: ‘Kichenehn,’ ‘Kintla,’ and ‘Akokala’ derive from Kootenai roots.98    The proliferation of aboriginal place‐names offers proof, according to Newell, not of an “actual cultural relationship” or a “true historical relationship,” but rather of an artificial association cultivated by settlers. “Nevertheless,” he wrote, “the preponderance of Glacier Park designations prove that the ‘natural’ tie between a relatively primitive Blackfeet people and an uninhabited, primitive environment proved too great a temptation to white designators.” In conclusion, Newell argued, “From whatever Romantic/psychological matrix this predilection developed, it fails to hide the essential Native American antipathy to Glacier Park’s topography.”99 In misdiagnosing this “predilection,” Newell himself failed to recognize how the “essential Native American antipathy” is an essential product of a larger settler colonial structure in which the “Romantic/psychological matrix” is embedded. Within the context of Jean O’Brien’s theory of “firsting,” Newell’s project might be described as an unusual instance of double‐firsting—as opposed to the more typical combination of “firsting” and “lasting”—where the emergence of the first 
inauthentic indigenous relationship coincides with the first authentic settler relationship. A permanent exhibition at the Montana Historical Society, “Neither Empty nor Unknown,” depicts Montana circa 1805 when the Lewis and Clark                                                         98 Newell, Walter, and McDonald, “Historic Resources Study,” 16‐17. 99 Ibid. 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expedition passed through the state. Examining practices of naming and claiming, one section contrasts place‐names assigned by Lewis and Clark with older indigenous place‐names. Echoing Newell, a sign reads, “In a reality made of language, the people who get to name things have psychological ownership of those things.”100 The marginal lands thesis is also central to Glacier National Park’s founding narrative. Recounting the congressional debate that preceded the park’s establishment in 1910, historian Alfred Runte noted, “Congress remained skeptical about the project until the region had been scrutinized to the satisfaction of everyone concerned, including, and especially, those with potential claims to its wealth. Thus although the park bill was introduced in 1908, it was not approved until two years later, and then only after many second thoughts.”101 Senator Penrose of Pennsylvania declared the scenic landscape as “absolutely unfit for cultivation or habitation” and completely lacking of any mineral resources.102 “But still his colleagues were in no hurry to reach a decision,” Runte continued.    Therefore when debate resumed in February, it remained for Senator Dixon to remind them of Glacier’s worthlessness for all but scenic enjoyment. ‘This is an area,’ he said, ‘of about 1,400 square miles of mountains piled on top of each other.’ Such territory was much too rugged to be exploited; ‘there is no agricultural land whatever,’ he confirmed. ‘Nothing is taken from anyone. The rights of the few settlers and entrymen are protected in the bill.’ At last won over by constant repetition of the worthless‐lands argument, the Senate voted in favor of the national park.103                                                          100 Montana’s Museum, “Neither Empty nor Unknown: Montana at the Time of Lewis and Clark” (Helena: Montana Historical Society), accessed June 20, 2013, http://mhs.mt.gov/museum/permex.asp. 101 Runte, National Parks, 75. See also Congressional Record, 61st Congress, 2nd session, January 25, 1910, pp. 958‐60; Congressional Record, 61st Congress, 2nd session, February 9, 1910, pp. 1639‐41. 102 Runte, National Parks, 75‐76. “Senator Boies Penrose of Pennsylvania set the tone of the deliberations,” wrote Runte. “Speaking in support of the bill’s sponsors, senators Thomas H. Carter and Joseph M. Dixon of Montana, in January 1910 he opened debate on a personal, although familiar note. ‘I have hunted and traveled over almost every inch of the [Glacier] country,’ he began. It ‘is one of the grandest scenic sections in the United States, absolutely unfit for cultivation or habitation, and as far as I know not possessing any mineral resources.’ Only after this disclaimer did he then proclaim the region ‘admirably adapted for a park.’”  103 Runte, National Parks, 76. 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The marginal lands thesis stubbornly persisted into the twenty‐first century. It was not until 2001 that it was finally rejected. By then, however, the myth—propagated for more than a century—had taken on a life of its own, one which continues to shape visitors’ expectations today. An ethnographic report, published in 2001, explicitly debunked the marginal lands thesis in its opening paragraph.   Often Glacier National Park is depicted as a relic of this once‐great American wilderness in which Native Americans played little or no role, or as an area not occupied by Indians until very recently, and then at best only peripherally. This image prevails today, despite the fact that it has been well known among most archaeologists and anthropologists, for the last 30 or so years that Native Americans have seasonally frequented the Northern Rockies for the last 10,000 years.104  In contrast to the Historic Resource Studies authored by Sheire and Newell, archaeologists Brian Reeves and Sandra Peacock marshaled copious evidence to support their claim that “Native Americans—particularly the K’tunaxa and Piikani—have a long‐standing traditional association with the Glacier National Park region.”105 A vast territory in the northern Rocky Mountains, including Glacier National Park, Reeves and Peacock argued, “remains an area of profound importance to Native Americans.”106 Importantly, therefore, the study documented 
                                                        104 Brian Reeves and Sandra Peacock, “’Our Mountains Are Our Pillows’: An Ethnographic Overview of Glacier National Park” (Glacier National Park, 2001), 1, Glacier National Park George C. Ruhle Library, West Glacier (GNPRL). The heading for Chapter 1, “Glacier National Park – An Uninhabited Wilderness?”, foreshadows the authors’ conclusion. This fundamental assertion is repeated almost verbatim throughout the report, as well as in subsequent articles. In 2007, for instance, Reeves wrote, “Many believe that Native Americans played little or no role in what came to be known as the Peace Park, or that they did not occupy it until very recently and then at best only peripherally. This perception prevails today despite the fact that, for the last 30 some years, most archaeologists have known that Native Americans seasonally frequented the northern Rockies for the last 10,000 years.” Brian O.K. Reeves, “Native Peoples and Archaeology of Waterton Glacier International Peace Park,” in Tony Prato, Dan Fagre (eds), Sustaining Rocky Mountain Landscapes: Science, Policy, and Management 
for the Crown of the Continent Ecosystem (Washington DC: Resources for the Future Press, 2007), 40. See also Reeves, “Sacred Geography; Brian O.K. Reeves, “Miistakis: The Archaeology of Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park” (2003), Glacier National Park George C. Ruhle Library, West Glacier (GNPRL). Anthropologist María Nieves Zedeño of the University of Arizona has reaffirmed Reeves and Peacock’s conclusion. 105 Reeves and Peacock, “Our Mountains Are Our Pillows,” xvii. 106 Reeves and Peacock, “Our Mountains Are Our Pillows,” vi. In the report’s executive summary, Reeves and Peacock wrote, “The Glacier National Park region of the northern Rocky Mountains 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not only “a long‐standing traditional association” but also an ongoing and substantive relationship with the land. Mark Spence, likewise, challenges the marginal lands thesis in his seminal text, Dispossessing the Wilderness: Indian 
Removal and the Making of the National Parks. “Although the Blackfeet maintain an especially deep attachment to the mountains that border their reservation,” he notes, “they are not the only native group with a strong connection to the region.”107  Even though the marginal lands thesis has been discredited, its residual effects are still palpable. If words can be retracted, in other words, their material effects are less easily negated. New forms of marginality are its inheritance. Not only does the thesis continue to shape visitors’ expectations, it also influences—often subtly—the ways indigenous perspectives are incorporated into the park’s contemporary narrative as well as its management. Lingering traces of the thesis today encourage the incorporation of “social difference without social consequences.”108 Put differently, the thesis’s residue authorizes the channeling of “indigenous political difference” into cultural difference, where it is more easily administered.109 If it cedes time—allowing claims to a pre‐history—it retains rights to space—disavowing claims to geography.110  One of the lasting legacies of the marginal lands thesis is a refusal to recognize, in Maureen Konkle’s words, that “Native peoples’ connection to land is                                                         remains an area of profound importance to Native Americans, particularly the K’tunaxa and Piikani, whose traditional associations with these lands extend back well over a thousand years.” 107 Emphasizing the Blackfeet’s recognized treaty rights to Glacier National Park at the time of its establishment, Spence writes, “Non‐Indians rarely took Blackfeet claims to Glacier seriously and argued instead that efforts to exercise treaty rights or receive compensation for their loss represented little more than selfish opportunism on the part of tribal leaders. Besides, claims that the mountains in Glacier had any traditional importance to the Blackfeet wholly contradicted popular conceptions of proud Indian warriors aimlessly roaming about the flat plains in search or enemies or buffalo.” Spence, Dispossessing the Wilderness, 72‐73. Similarly, Louis Warren argues, “If Glacier was to appear a wilderness, then federal authorities and park advocates had to effectively ‘dehumanize’ the landscape and ‘delocalize’ it, propounding an official case that the Blackfeet did not live in the park and never had. Chief architect of this campaign was none other than [George Bird] Grinnell himself. Although he had followed Blackfeet guides on his own hunting trips in the mountains, Grinnell consistently rejected the notion that Blackfeet had ever utilized the mountains, and subsequent park historians have frequently repeated the mistake.” Warren, The Hunter's Game, 136. 108 Povinelli, The Cunning of Recognition, 16. 109 Strakosch and Macoun, “The vanishing endpoint of settler colonialism,” 45. 110 “Almost invariably,” argues Maureen Konkle, “people who are not Native receive that sentiment as a declaration of chronological precedence rather than a claim to geography.” Konkle, Writing Indian 
Nations, 2. 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not just cultural, as it is usually and often sentimentally understood; it is also political—about governments, boundaries, authority over people and territory.”111  This attitude is evident, for example, in Glacier National Park’s 1999 General Management Plan, which acknowledges that “American Indians had a strong spiritual connection with the area long before its designation as a national park.”112 In a section on “American Indian Relations,” the plan states, “The National Park Service appreciates the significant cultural and historical ties that the Salish‐Kootenai and Blackfeet have to the area. The park staff appreciates the emotional kinship that these tribes feel for the area.”113 Glacier’s 2006 Comprehensive Interpretive Plan likewise emphasizes “spiritual connections” to the land. “The area called Glacier National Park represents a place of special significance to the Blackfeet, Kootenai, Salish, and other native peoples; it is a spiritual touchstone that helps continue the traditions and values that have been in place for generations.”114 In terms of a more robust political connection to the land, the General Management Plan does indicate that “an effort will be made to use the authorities granted the tribes under their self‐governance status.” However, this commitment comes with                                                         111 Konkle, Writing Indian Nations, 2. Along these lines, Bruce Braun argues, “Epistemic erasures are not innocent; they justify political and territorial erasures.” Braun, The Intemperate Rainforest, 8. 112 Glacier National Park, General Management Plan (1999), 6.  113 Glacier National Park, General Management Plan, 11‐12. The plan states, “With the establishment of Glacier National Park, most of these [reserved] rights ended, although some do not agree with this interpretation. Regardless, tribal members still consider this to be a special place. The Department of the Interior reopened treaty negotiations with the Blackfeet in 1999. The right of free entry has been agreed upon for Blackfeet as well as Kootenai and Salish tribal members. Some of the land reserved in 1855 remains as reservations today. Native sovereignty is recognized on that land. The Department of the Interior has a special trust relationship with these ‘dependent domestic nations,’ which is grounded in a long history in law. National park policies govern how the park and the National Park Service relate to and deal with Indian tribes. […] Through the General Management Plan, the park will continue to work to enhance its relationship with the three tribes. The park’s social, economic, and religious character to American Indians is a park value, and park management will continue to honor it. The obligations of the treaties of the past as well as the congressional acts establishing Glacier, the National Park Service, and the international peace park will continue to protect and respect the traditional tribal and heritage values of the park. Park management will continue to work with the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes to protect traditional values. Where contemporary goals are mutual, an effort will be made to use the authorities granted the tribes under their self‐governance status. The park will continue to work with the Blackfeet Tribal Business Council to recognize tribal rights and to work toward the resolution of issues on which there has not been complete agreement. In addition, the park will continue to work proactively with tribal governments on economic development in cases where such activities will serve national park objectives and needs.” 114 Glacier National Park, Comprehensive Interpretive Plan (May 2006), 7. 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an important caveat. The park will make an effort only “where contemporary goals are mutual.”115 In some ways not much has changed over the past century. A popular WPA poster from the 1930s depicted a group of three Indians looking out across an alpine lake.116 Beneath the image appeared the words, “his hunting ground of yesterday – National Parks.” Even when it is acknowledged that Glacier was not marginal to Indians, it is also implied—rather emphatically in this case—that it is not their hunting ground of today or tomorrow.   
The Biopolitics of Vanishing Indians and Melting Glaciers   Like Indians before, endangered glaciers are increasingly construed as a population to be governed and managed. The logic of biopolitics, in other words, is once again ascendant. In its earlier incarnation the logic was conspicuous and unvarnished. The infamous 1886 U.S. Supreme Court case, United States v. Kagama, exemplified this logic.117 In a unanimous decision the court upheld the constitutionality of the Major Crimes Act of 1885 and also reaffirmed congressional plenary power over Native American tribes. The court’s opinion, authored by Justice Samuel F. Miller, stated:     These Indian tribes are the wards of the nation. They are communities dependent on the United States. Dependent largely for their daily food. Dependent for their political rights. […] From their very weakness and helplessness, so largely due to the course of dealing of the Federal government with them and the treaties in which it has been promised, there arises the duty of protection, and with it the power. […] “The power of the General Government over these remnants of a race once powerful, now weak and diminished in numbers, is necessary to their protection, as well as to the safety of those among whom they dwell.118                                                          115 Glacier National Park, General Management Plan, 11‐12. 116 Dorothy Waugh, “His hunting ground of yesterday, National Parks,” WPA Poster (1930s), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.loc.gov/pictures/item/2001695637/. In 1915, Anna Blake Mezquida wrote, ‘The door of the Indian’s yesterdays opens to a new world—a world unpeopled with red men, but whose population fills the sky, the plains, with sad and specter‐like memories—with the flutter of unseen eagle pinions.” Anna Blake Mezquida, “The Door of Yesterday,” Overland Monthly, Vol. LXVI, No. 1 (July 1915), 11. 117 U.S. v Kagama, 118 U.S. 375 (1886). 118 U.S. v Kagama, 118 U.S. 375 (1886). Cited in Rifkin, “Indigenizing Agamben,” 100. In 1874, Commissioner of Indian Affairs Francis Amasa Walker wrote, “The right of the government to exact, 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 The 1915 Report of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs provides another clear example of the logic of biopolitics. In his annual report to the Department of the Interior, Commissioner Cato Sells highlighted “Indian Exhibits” at the recent Panama‐Pacific Exposition in San Francisco. The exhibits “faithfully depicted” the “progress of the race,” he recounted, and showed “the amenability of the individuals of the race to the civilizing influences which have been thrown around them.” The report also included a transcript of an “extemporaneous address” that Sells delivered to a group of students at the exposition. His remarks epitomize the logic of biopolitics, which structured those paternalistic “influences.” “It is because I am the Indian’s friend that I speak plainly,” Sells began. “The best friend is the one who tells the truth and does not deal in circumvention or deception.”    The responsibility resting upon the Indian youth of to‐day is greater than has ever fallen upon the young men and women of any race in the history of the world. Your success or failure will largely determine the future of the Red Man of America. The eyes of the Caucasian race are upon you. If you demonstrate your capacity to take on the education offered in Indian schools; if you utilize the equipment thus acquired and affirm your capacity for advancement and self‐support; if you rise to the occasion and give living evidence of the progress of your people, the expenditures in your behalf will have been justified; then you and your friends who are earnestly undertaking to work out a future for you and perpetuate your race will be equipped with the armor to make a successful defense of your people and their property; insure the permanent establishment of your schools; and all that goes to justify the denial that the Indian is a ‘vanishing race.’ If you do not measure up to your opportunities, you fail at your peril. Whether you are able to meet these demands depends upon you. […] Speaking now more generally, I repudiate the suggestion that the Indian is a ‘vanishing race.’ He should march side by side with white men during all the years to come. It is our chief duty to protect the Indian’s health and to save him from premature death. Before we educate him, before we conserve his property, we should save his                                                         in this particular, all that the good of the Indian and the good of the general community may require is not to be questioned. The same supreme law of the public safety with to‐day governs the condition of eighty thousand paupers and forty thousand criminals, with the States of the Union, affords ample authority and justification for the most extreme and decided measures which may be adjudged necessary to save this race from itself, and the country from the intolerable burden of pauperism and crime which the race, if left to itself, will certainly inflict upon a score of future States.” Walker, The 
Indian Question, 80. 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life. If he is to be perpetuated, we must care for the children. We must stop the tendency of the Indian to diminish in number and restore a condition that will insure his increase. […] It is of first importance that we begin by reestablishing the health and constitution of Indian children. Education and protection of property are highly important, but everything is secondary to the basic condition which makes for the perpetuation of the race.119   Whereas the concept of biopower, first articulated by Michel Foucault, has shed new light on Federal Indian policy in the United States, its relevance to glaciology and natural resource management, more generally, remains largely unexamined.120 The continuity of the rhetoric of vanishing, however, suggests that the logic of biopolitics is almost intrinsic to the politics of endangerment. Environmental historian Mark Carey, for example, argues that Mount Kilimanjaro “demonstrates a broader process by which glaciers shifted from mere ice to a symbol of global warming to an endangered species in need of protection.”121 The social processes of becoming endangered—of needing protection—can also be understood as processes of becoming a biopolitical subject. Reflecting on the emergence of scientific glaciers in the eighteenth century, Carey suggests, “From the outset […] glacier researchers went to the glacial ice to study science and prove their theories. In the process, they transformed glaciers into scientific laboratories—into sources of data and objects of scrutiny for a particular type of knowledge: Western science.”122 Not only was scientific knowledge produced about glaciers, as Carey demonstrates, but glaciers themselves were also refigured as populations to be managed. Glaciology, in other words, increasingly adopted a biopolitical posture towards its vanishing subjects.  Evidence of this transformation is abundant. Glaciers are frequently interpreted as living things and animate bodies in both scientific literature and                                                         119 Cato Sells, “Indian Exhibits at Panama‐Pacific Exposition,” Report of the Commissioner of Indian 
Affairs to the Secretary of the Interior (Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 1915), 58‐63. Cited in Dippie, The Vanishing American, 61. 120 For more on the intersection of settler colonialism and biopolitics, see Morgensen, “The Biopolitics of Settler Colonialism.” See also Jessica M. Erickson, “Making Live and Letting Die: The Biopolitical Effect of Navajo Nation v. U.S. Forest Service,” Seattle University Law Review, Vol. 33, No. 2 (2010). 121 Carey, “The History of Ice,” 513. 122 Ibid, 507. 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vernacular history. Making glaciers into biopolitical subjects was a slow process, which often began by anthropomorphizing ice. This tendency is exemplified by Tom Dillon’s aforementioned account of a trip to Sperry Glacier in Glacier National Park, where he described the “thin‐lipped caverns” along the face of the glacier as “hungry, yawning mouths.” The foreboding caverns, Dillon insisted, have “a cruel, snarling twist, as if they would ask nothing better than to crush flesh and bone. And they end a darkness, deep and forbidding, that gives out moans and sobs.”123 Focusing instead on the threat posed to their rocky hosts, USGS geologist Bailey Willis described how glaciers, toiling in darkness and silence, “have sunk their icy fingers deeply into the mountains’ heart.”124 Similarly, photographer Greg Beaumont observed, “Glaciation is a cruel master of mountains, biting deeply into their bulk and leaving sheer, spectacular contours when the glaciers disappear. […] In eating back the mountain headwall, alpine glaciers formed rounded depressions, called cirques.”125  Emphasizing a more benign vitality, Robert Sterling Yard wrote, “The immobility of a glacier is only apparent. It is living. It moves and advances without ceasing. Winter is the season of repose for the glaciers. In the spring, all their life and activity return. The warmer the weather, the more activity they develop.”126 Describing the famous Many Glacier Region to prospective tourists, Yard highlighted Grinnell Glacier, perched high up on the Garden Wall near the Continental Divide. “It is a shapely glacier—not forbidding and repellent—but inviting and friendly,” he wrote. “The music of its cataracts calls to the tourists to come and play in its front yard among the flowers, rocks and moss on the terminal moraine.”127 Yard encouraged visitors to “cultivate a more intimate acquaintance” with the park’s glaciers, particularly Grinnell, which, he emphasized once again, “is not the repellent, forbidding ice sheet that is characteristic of many glaciers.”128 
                                                        123 Dillon, Over the Trails of Glacier National Park, 20. 124 Willis, “Along the Northwest Boundary,” 2335. 125 Beaumont, Many­Storied Mountains. 126 Yard, Glacier National Park, Montana, 6. 127 Ibid, 19. 128 Ibid, 22. 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A detailed description of Grinnell and Sperry Glaciers, included in a 1976 park brochure, provided “a view into the ‘life’ of glaciers in the park.”129 And a bulletin, published by the Glacier Natural History Association in 1961, described the process by which glaciers are kept “alive” and their “bodies” renewed.    Movement of glaciers in Glacier National Park seldom exceeds an inch a day. At this rate ice within many of the latter requires as much as 200 years to make the trip from source to terminus. Meanwhile, each succeeding year’s accumulation of snow has changed to ice and started out on a similar journey. This process keeps the glaciers continuously alive, and renews their ‘bodies’ once in about every 200 years.130   In her account of the Mountaineers’ Club of Seattle’s expedition to Glacier National Park in the summer of 1914, Lulie Nettleton explained geophysical processes of glacial formation in terms of a celestial struggle between the “Ice King” and the “Sun God.” The massive Blackfeet Glacier, in particular, captivated the imagination of the explorers—more than one hundred men and women who spent three weeks and traveled over two hundred miles in the new park. “There it lay,” Nettleton wrote, “the largest glacier in the Park, its lower area discolored and worn while just above the ice was torn and seamed with crevasses; while splendid seracs, icy pillars and domes showed the results of the mighty conflict waged eternally between the Ice King and the Sun God.”131 What Nettleton interpreted as conflict may have actually been foreplay. Reports from the Geographic Society of Chicago’s 1912 expedition to Montana hinted at an emerging eroticism of glaciers and glacial tourism. “[S]ince Blackfeet [Glacier] has a fine assortment of crevasses and the frequency with which they are bridged over by light crusts of snow makes promiscuous exploration of the surface 
                                                        129 “Glaciers and Glaciation in Glacier National Park,” brochure (May 1976), box 202, folder 3, Glacier National Park Archives, West Glacier (GNPA). 130 R. A. Dightman, “Climate of Glacier National Park,” Glacier Natural History Association, Bulletin Number 7 (March 1961), box 281, folder 7, Glacier National Park Archives, West Glacier (GNPA). 131 Lulie Nettleton, With the “Mountaineers” in Glacier National Park: Walking Tours Book (Great Northern Railway, 1915), 19‐20, accessed June 20, 2013, http://cdm15018.contentdm.oclc.org/cdm/compoundobject/collection/p267301coll1/id/3588/rec/95. 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of the glacier more or less of a hazard.”132 In contrast, park naturalist George C. Ruhle more explicitly sexualized glacial bodies. “Glacier National Park’s icy patriarchs, the glaciers themselves,” he declared, “are nearing the climax of their annual ‘strip‐tease.’” “Heavily cloaked in snow each winter,” Ruhle continued, “the glaciers often appear to the visiting public early in the summer season only as large snow banks resting in mountain cirques. As summer’s warmth melts the snow, however, the glacier’s true surface becomes more and more exposed to the visitor’s gaze, and during the latter part of the season, before new snow protects it, the glacier itself may melt back several feet.”133 Likewise, Agassiz Glacier is “romantically beautiful,” exclaimed Robert Sterling Yard.134 The seasonal ebb and flow of glaciers described by Ruhle belied a longer‐term trend of glacial recession. Thus, the biopolitics of living ice is entwined with the biopolitics of dying ice. Rhetoric portraying glaciers as living things and animate bodies circulates, in other words, at the same time as rhetoric describing glaciers not simply as vanishing or disappearing but as dying. Like the Canadian Rockies, Glacier National Park is a “dying glacial region,” insisted Robert Sterling Yard. “Glacier,” he continued, “is hundreds of centuries nearer the end; no longer can it display snowy ranges in August and long, sinuous Alaska‐like glaciers at any time.”135 In a letter to Superintendent E.T. Scoyen in 1936, Francois Matthes, Chairman of the Committee on Glaciers for the American Geophysical Union, responded to the park’s most recent report, which indicates a quickening pace of glacial retreat. “The recession of the Agassiz Glacier since last year’s measurements is truly astounding, and quite regrettable in the bargain. I hope we’ll have a series of cool years now that will permit the ice mass to regain some of its volume and length. The Blackfeet, Siksikaikwan, Harrison, Sperry, and Grinnell Glaciers likewise appear to be in a sad state of disintegration.” In conclusion, Matthes lamented, “I mapped these glaciers in 1901, and they seem to me like old friends now in pathetic                                                         132 Great Northern Railway with the Geographic Society of Chicago, “In Glacier National Park,” (1912), 11‐13. 133 Glacier National Park, news release, no date, box 275, folder 3, Glacier National Park Archives, West Glacier (GNPA). 134 Yard, The Book of the National Parks, 255. 135 Ibid, 251. 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senility.”136 Matthes’s characterization of the “sad state” of the park’s glaciers foreshadowed Mark Carey’s observation that glaciers are conflated with a range of emotions, particularly as represented in contemporary mainstream news. “Although glaciers are just topographical features,” he writes, “these articles tend to victimize glaciers, to portray them as living—though nearly dead—beings, and to anthropomorphize ice by assigning feelings and emotions.”137 In July 2013, for example, fifty musicians climbed to the base of Farnham Glacier in British Columbia’s Kootenay Rockies where they performed a new composition by Paul Walde, “Requiem for a Glacier.” According to the Vancouver Sun, the choir and orchestra played “for the glacier itself and [to] express their grief about the melting of glaciers.”138 The growing emphasis on death—of Indians before and glaciers today—suggests that Achille Mbembe’s theory of “necropolitics” is equally relevant to the politics of endangerment.139 Increasingly, the politics of death is eclipsing the politics of life.140 Necropolitics, in particular, speaks effectively to the historic conditions of settler colonialism. Ideologies of necropolitical management, for example, are embedded in Captain John Mullan’s question about “how it may best be done” and Kenneth Ross Toole’s statement about dealing “both understandingly and practicably with a people whose final heritage consists of a built‐in and ineradicable tragedy.”141 A necropolitical logic is especially prominent in Samuel Bowles’s 1869 account of his summer vacation in the mountains of Colorado. Like Mullan, Bowles believed that it was the Indians’ “destiny to die” and that his role was “to smooth and make decent the pathway to his grave.”142                                                          136 Letter, Francois Matthes to E.T. Scoyen, November 20, 1936, box 275, folder 3, Glacier National Park Archives, West Glacier (GNPA). 137 Carey, “The History of Ice,” 514. 138 Bill Metcalfe, “Orchestra travels to Kootenays to play requiem for melting B.C. glacier,” Vancouver 
Sun (July 29, 2013). 139 Achille Mbembe, “Necropolitics,” Public Culture, Vol. 15, No. 1 (Winter 2003), 11‐40. 140 Tania Murray Li, “To Make Live or Let Die? Rural Dispossession and the Protection of Surplus Populations,” Antipode, Vol. 41, Issue Supplement s1 (January 2010), 66–93. 141 Mullan, “Report On The Construction Of A Military Road,” 64; Toole, Montana: An Uncommon Land, 138. 142 Bowles, The Switzerland of America, 126. 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See that he is put apart and kept apart from the tide of settlement and civilization; that he had food and clothing, not in gross, but in detail; supplying him the means to help himself in the simplest forms possible—stocking raising is practicable to all the tribes, and tilling the soil possible to most—and furnishing the rest from day to day; add such education as he will take, such elevation as he will be awakened to, and then let him die—as die he is doing and die he must—under his changed life.143   The “living—though nearly dead” status of glaciers, like Indians before, mobilizes the “salvage paradigm,” which seeks to assiduously enumerate the progression towards inevitable death. In other words, the management of life and death—the biopolitical impulse—is marked by a near obsession with tracking as precisely as possible the decline of Indians and glaciers. Historian Amy E. Den Ouden characterizes this obsession as a “maneuver of governmental control.” “Natives’ bodies,” she writes, “were objectified by what was one of the most quotidian, but ultimately insidious, forms of colonial surveillance: the practice of 
counting Indians living within the bounds of reservation land as a means of evaluating that community’s social viability (according to colonial standards), and hence of assessing, or undermining, their rights to land.”144 A comparison of the statistical tables (“Indian population of the United States”) included in the Annual Report of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs with Glacier National Park’s Annual Report of Glacier Measurements clearly reveals this obsession with enumeration.145 As a means of tracking decline and visualizing death, however, these statistics obscure as much as they reveal. “By transforming the invisible, dispersed, and uneventful onto the visible, compact, and eventful,” Elizabeth Povinelli argues, “statistics obliterate the very nature of this kind of death. Rather than understand this kind of lethality within its own terms (its dailiness, ordinariness, lividness), we 
                                                        143 Ibid, 124, 126. 144 Amy E. Den Ouden, Beyond Conquest: Native Peoples and the Struggle for History in New England 
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2005), 28. Cole Harris also discusses of how statistics functioned as a disciplinary technology in settler colonies. Harris, “How Did Colonialism Dispossess?,” 176. 145 Glacier National Park published an Annual Report of Glacier Measurements from 1932‐1968. Copies are available in Glacier National Park Archives, West Glacier (GNPA). 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demand that it conform to the spectacular event and its ethical dictates of empathic identification.”146 This event is the spectacle of vanishing.  
Salvaging Indians & Glaciers  “[The field] is in the sadly ludicrous, not to say tragic position, that at the very moment when it begins to put its workshop in order, to forge its proper tools, to start ready for work on its appointed task, the material of its study melts away with hopeless rapidity.”147 Anthropologist Bronislaw Malinowski was referring to the field or practice of ethnology in the opening lines of his Foreword to Argonauts of 
the Western Pacific. If not for its antiquated grammar—Argonauts was first published in 1922—one might be tempted to substitute the field of glaciology for ethnology. The substance, if not the style, of Malinowski’s words certainly resonate with twenty‐first‐century discourse about global climate change.  Indians and glaciers—as objects of study—are linked (methodologically) via the “salvage paradigm,” which James Clifford calls “a pervasive ideological complex.”148 Johannes Fabian, in turn, describes it as a persistent “denial of coevalness.”149 Unmarked as such, contemporary glaciology nevertheless bears an uncanny resemblance—particularly as represented in the media—to early twentieth century anthropology, exemplified by Franz Boas, A.L. Kroeber, Bronislaw Malinowski, and James Mooney, as well as geologist John Wesley Powell, founder of the Bureau of Ethnology (later the Bureau of American Ethnology). The salvage                                                         146 Povinelli, Economies of Abandonment, 153. See also Shaylih Muehlmann, “Von Humboldt’s parrot and the countdown of last speakers in the Colorado Delta,” Language & Communication 32 (2012), 160‐168. 147 “Just now,” Malinowski continued, “when the methods and aims of scientific field ethnology have taken shape, when men fully trained for the work have begun to travel into savage countries and study their inhabitants—these die away under our very eyes.” Bronislaw Malinowski, Argonauts of 
the Western Pacific: An Account of Native Enterprise and Adventure in the Archipelagoes of Melanesian 
New Guinea (New York: E.P. Dutton and Company, 1961 [1922]), xv. Cited in James Clifford, “On Ethnographic Allegory,” in James Clifford, George E. Marcus (eds), Writing Culture: The Poetics and 
Politics of Ethnography (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1986) 112. 148 James Clifford, “The Others: Beyond the ‘Salvage’ Paradigm,” Third Text, Vol. 3, No. 6 (1989), 73.  149 The “denial of coevalness,” Fabian argues, is “a persistent and systematic tendency to place the referent(s) of anthropology in a Time other than the present of the producer of anthropological discourse.” Fabian, Time and the Other, 31. 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paradigm, in other words, endures within the field of glaciology. Phrases such as “just in time,” “a race against the clock,” and “before it’s too late” frequently appear in articles about vanishing glaciers. This language, of course, resonates with characterizations of the logic of ethnography in Boaz’s time as “a last‐chance rescue operation.”150 Much has been written about the history of salvage ethnology and anthropology.151 Jacob Gruber, for instance, chronicled the “tradition of salvage,” which emerged during the nineteenth century.152 “Throughout the century and within whatever theoretical framework,” he argues, “the refrain was the same: the savage is disappearing; preserve what you can; posterity will hold you accountable.”153 Bruce Braun describes “rhetorics of salvage” in early twentieth‐century British Columbia as “salvage anxieties,” which he in turn relates to notions of “imperial nostalgia.”154 The practice of salvage was undoubtedly fueled by a growing sense of urgency. Brian Dippie, for example, characterizes the “salvage operation” as desperate.155 In 1878, John Wesley Powell declared in a report to the Secretary of the Interior, “[E]thnological studies in American should be pushed with the utmost vigor.”156 And in 1911, Edward Sapir, a protégé of Boas, warned, “Now or never is the time in which to collect from the natives what is still available for study. What is lost now will never be recovered again.”157 Joseph K. Dixon, the official photographer of the Wanamaker Expeditions (1908‐1913), captured the spirit of                                                         150 Clifford, “On Ethnographic Allegory,” 113. 151 See Tom Holm, The Great Confusion in Indian Affairs: Native Americans & Whites in the Progressive 
Era (Austin: University of Texas Press, 2005), 111‐130; Blanca Tovías, Colonialism on the Prairies: 
Blackfoot Settlement and Cultural Transformation, 1870­1920 (Eastbourne: Sussex Academic Press, 2011), 115‐128, 146‐155. 152 Jacob W. Gruber, “Ethnographic Salvage and the Shaping of Anthropology,” American 
Anthropologist, Vol. 72, No. 6 (December 1970), 1290.  153 Ibid, 1295.  154 “Salvage anxieties” and “imperial nostalgia” both resonate with Mark Carey’s description of the endangered glacier narrative, as well as Timothy Choy’s theory of “anticipatory nostalgia.” Braun, The 
Intemperate Rainforest, 189‐90.  155 Echoing Gruber, Brian Dippie writes, “Field work among the western tribes assumed the character of a desperate salvage operation that realized the immediate goals set out for the profession, and simultaneously stamped with the authority of science the assumption that the Indian was fated to disappear.” Dippie, The Vanishing American, 223. 156 Gruber, “Ethnographic Salvage and the Shaping of Anthropology,” 1295. 157 Edward Sapir, “An Anthropological Survey of Canada,” Science, XXXIV (December 8, 1911), 793. Quoted in Dippie, The Vanishing American, 233. 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salvage—a mix of exigency and moral duty—in the introduction to his book, The 
Vanishing Race: The Last Great Indian Council, first published in 1913. “Men are fast coming to recognize the high claim of a moral obligation to study the yesterdays of this imperial and imperious race,” he wrote. “So rapidly are the remaining Western tribes putting aside their native customs and costumes, their modes of life and ceremonies,” Dixon added, “that we belong to the last generation that will be granted the supreme privilege of studying the Indian in anything like his native state.”158  This sense of urgency, however, was based as much, if not more, on concerns about the potential loss of data than on the loss of human life. The latter was inevitable, whereas the former was still recoverable. Moreover, it was a matter of duty or, in Dixon’s words, “moral obligation” to preserve a record of the vanishing race. “In the face of the inevitable and necessary changes, in the face of an almost infinite variety of man whose details were essential to the definition of man,” writes Gruber, “the obligation of both scientist and humanist was clear: he must collect and preserve the information and the products of human activity and genius so rapidly being destroyed.”159 Speaking before the British Association for the Advancement of Science in 1839, James Cowles Prichard characterized European arrival and settlement as a “harbinger of extermination.” Christians, he argued, must not allow the inevitable to interfere with the necessary, which in this case entailed the salvaging of information. “[I]f Christian nations think it not their duty to interpose and save the numerous tribes of their own species from utter extermination,” Prichard declared, “it is of the greatest importance, in a philosophical point of view, to obtain much more extensive information than we now possess of their physical 
                                                        158 Dixon continued, “The preservation of this record in abiding form is all the more significant because all serious students of Indian life and lore are deeply convinced of the insistent fact that the Indian, as a race, is fast losing its typical characters and is soon destined to pass completely away. […] The buffalo has gone from the continent, and now the Indian is following the deserted buffalo trail. All future students and historians, all ethnological researchers must turn to the pictures now made and the pages now written for the study of a great race.” Joseph K. Dixon, The Vanishing Race: The 
Last Great Indian Council (New York: Doubleday, Page & Company, 1913), 5. 159 Gruber, “Ethnographic Salvage and the Shaping of Anthropology,” 1293. 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and moral characters.”160 Data occupies a similarly privileged position in contemporary accounts of glaciology. In a recent article on paleoclimatologist Lonnie Thompson in the New York Times, for example, Justin Gillis writes, “Though he routinely spent up to two months a year camped in dangerous conditions atop mountains, he despised derring‐do. His enterprise was driven by a lust for hard data.”161 Thompson’s colleague, Wallace Broecker of Columbia University’s Lamont‐Doherty Earth Observatory, places him “in the ranks of our great explorers.” “You can argue about his interpretations,” Broecker admits, “but the thing that will last is his data.”162 Reflecting on his own exploits, Thompson insists, “I’ve never sought extreme adventure. It scares me. I only want the data.”163 An additional parallel between salvage anthropology and salvage glaciology involves the protagonist—almost always male—at the center of the unfolding narratives. Scientific fieldwork, in particular, whether conducted by anthropologists or glaciologists—is frequently imbued with a heroic masculinity. Historian Bruce Hevly traces the origins of the “heroic science of glacier motion” back to Victorian field science in mid‐nineteenth century Britain.164 “Heroism, with its elements of direct action, lonely commitment, and manly risk, help to shape arguments over glacier physics,” Hevly argues. “It served as a rhetorical resource for those who had ventured into the alpine landscape and who could thus portray those who had not as armchair theorists.”165 The “rhetoric of adventure,” according to Hevly, functioned as “an important element in the culture of field science, one claiming reliable perception on the basis of authentic, rigorous, manly experience.”166  
                                                        160 James Cowles Prichard, “On the Extinction of Human Races,” Monthly Chronicle of the Aboriginal Protection Society, London (1839). Cited in Gruber, “Ethnographic Salvage and the Shaping of Anthropology,” 1293. 161 Justin Gillis, “A Climate Scientist Battles Time and Mortality,” New York Times (July 2, 2012). 162 Kevin Krajick, “Ice Man: Lonnie Thompson Scales the Peaks for Science,” Science, Vol. 298, No. 5593 (October 22, 2002), 518. Cited in Carey, “The History of Ice,” 511. 163 Krajick, “Ice Man,” 519. 164 Bruce Hevly, “The Heroic Science of Glacier Motion,” Orbis, Vol 11 (1996), 66‐86.  165 Hevly, “The Heroic Science of Glacier Motion,” 66. Citing Hevly, Mark Carey argues that the “validity of the science hinged on heroism, manly exertion, risk, physical discomfort, and direct action experienced on glaciers.” Carey, “The History of Ice,” 506. 166 Hevly, “The Heroic Science of Glacier Motion,” 67‐68. 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Hevly’s assessment can be extended, almost seamlessly, to include anthropologists and their companion artists and photographers. George Catlin, for example, reminisced about setting out on an “arduous and perilous undertaking.”167 Similarly, Edward Curtis recalled “months of arduous labor […] spent in accumulating the data necessary to form a comprehensive and permanent record of all the important tribes of the United States and Alaska…”168 Promoting his portfolio, “Indian Pictures,” from the Flathead Reservation, Morton J. Elrod wrote, “The disappearance of the red man is fast approaching. Few people in the United States now see the living Indian, while to get satisfactory photographs is extremely difficult. The Indian dislikes photography, and rarely will he pose.”169 Curtis, in particular, was fond of recounting his own heroic overcoming of both physical hardship associated with the landscape and mental hardship associated with cross‐cultural dialogue. “[T]he broiling desert sun, the sand‐storm, the flood, the biting blast of winter, lent anything but pleasure to the task,” stated Curtis. His assessment of the dire environmental conditions, in this case, was prefaced by a longer description of the vexing cultural challenges he encountered.   The task has not been an easy one, for although lightened at times by the readiness of the Indians to impart their knowledge, it more often required days and weeks of patient endeavor before my assistants and I succeeded in overcoming the deep‐rooted superstition, conservatism, and secretiveness so characteristic of primitive people, who are ever loath to afford a glimpse of their inner life to those who are not of their own. Once the confidence of the Indians is gained, the way led gradually through the difficulties, but long and                                                         167 George Catlin, Letters and Notes on the Manners, Customs, and Conditions of  
North American Indians (London, 1841), 3. 168 Curtis wrote, “Since [1898], during each year, months of arduous labor have been spent in accumulating the data necessary to form a comprehensive and permanent record of all the important tribes of the United States and Alaska that still retain to a considerable degree their primitive customs and traditions.” Edward S. Curtis, “General Introduction,” The North American Indian, 
Volume I (1907), xiii, accessed June 20, 2013, http://curtis.library.northwestern.edu/curtis/viewPage.cgi?showp=1&size=2&id=nai.01.book.00000018&volume=1#nav. Cited in Braun, The Intemperate Rainforest, 193‐94, 300n35. 169 “To those who wish to obtain photographs,” Elrod continued, “the enclosed offer will be very acceptable. […] Every picture is worth the money. Many are worth much more than the price. Any picture that is not satisfactory may be returned and the price will be refunded.” Morton J. Elrod, “Indian Pictures,” no date, box 37, folder 29, Mss 486, Morton J. Elrod Papers, 1885‐1959, Mansfield Library, Archives & Special Collections, University of Montana, Missoula (MLASC). 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serious study was necessary before knowledge of the esoteric rites and ceremonies could be gleaned.170   Affirming Curtis’s observation, Edmond S. Meany wrote, “Catching glimpses of the inner life of the Indian is an uncertain and often a dangerous occupation. Sudden caprice or unfounded suspicion may spoil the work of months.”171 Statements such as these add weight to Bruce Hevly’s conclusion, which Curtis almost certainly would have agreed with. “[T]he appeal of adventurous research,” Hevly writes, “and the expectation that having gathered data through appreciable physical discomfort, if not immediate danger, should give one extra authority in its interpretation.”172 Emphasizing the heroic aspects of field research, Hevly demonstrates, subtly influences the degree of scientific authority it commands. “In a culture that increasingly celebrated manly vigor, scientific measurements made in the field could also gain force from their nonquantifiable elements,” he notes. “In debates turning on the relative value of competing acts of observation and understanding, not just experience but heroic experience could be a powerful source of authority.”173 Hevly’s conclusion foreshadows James Clifford’s concerns about modes of “scientific and moral authority associated with salvage […] ethnography,” a legitimate worry that might be extended to historical and contemporary glaciology as well. In certain instances, the heroic scripts of salvage anthropology and glaciology coincide almost verbatim. Like Roosevelt before him, Edmond S. Meany boasted about Curtis’s accomplishments in an article, “Hunting Indians with a Camera,” published in 1908.174 “On another occasion [Curtis] was shot at four times and almost ridden down by a drunken Indian. […] Yet his knowledge of the Indians and his unfailing tact have pulled him through,” Meany wrote.175 “There have been many hardships in Mr. Curtis’s work besides the dealings with the Indians,” he continued.                                                         170 Curtis, “General Introduction,” xiv. 171 Edmond S. Meany, “Hunting Indians with a Camera,” The World’s Work: A History of Our Time, Vol. 15, No. 5 (March, 1908), 10004. 172 Hevly, “The Heroic Science of Glacier Motion,” 84. 173 Ibid, 86. 174 Meany, “Hunting Indians with a Camera.” Cited in Wakeham, Taxidermic Signs, 89. 175 Meany, “Hunting Indians with a Camera,” 10010. 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“I have a keen recollection of our first camp among the Ogalallas. At dark a terrific storm struck the camp. The tent‐poles broke and the tents flattened to the ground. Five Indian ponies in the neighborhood were killed by lightning.”176 Nearly one hundred years later, broken poles and flattened tents—emblems of valor—reappeared in an often‐repeated story about Lonnie Thompson’s harrowing adventures in the South American Andes. “In his book about Dr. Thompson, ‘Thin Ice,’ published in 2005, Mark Bowen described an incident on a peak called Huascarán in Peru. Dr. Thompson’s tent collapsed and started blowing off the mountain with him inside; he managed to stop it only by driving an ice ax through the floor, and then waited out the night.”177 As if this story alone was insufficient in establishing Thompson’s heroic credentials, the article offered additional evidence.     In his travels, he forded flooding rivers on horseback and coped with altitude sickness, coughing fits and blinding headaches. His West Virginia farm upbringing came in handy as he challenged Mongol porters to contests shooting wild game. Other times, he went hungry. Once, in China, dinner was a bowl of stewed camel paws.178   Bruce Hevly’s description of the “heroic science of glacier motion” in the nineteenth century clearly applies to contemporary glaciology as well. And Lonnie Thompson is the present‐day apotheosis of the heroic scientist. A paleoclimatologist based at Ohio State University, Thompson has “pioneered and led alpine ice coring worldwide”179 He was selected as one of Time Magazine’s “Heroes of the Environment” in 2008, and the following year Thompson received the prestigious                                                         176 Ibid. 177 Gillis, “A Climate Scientist Battles Time and Mortality.” 178 Gillis, “A Climate Scientist Battles Time and Mortality.” An earlier article about Thompson includes a similar story. “This is Thompson’s 51st major ice‐coring expedition. All told, he has spent more than three and a half years at elevations above 18,000 feet. He has endured frostbite and altitude sickness. He rode a Mongolian pony for three days through driving snow and rain on a 1986 expedition to China’s Qilian Shan mountains. During a 1993 expedition to Huascarán, the highest mountain in Peru, he crawled across a yawning crevasse on a rickety wooden ladder; camped at 19,800 feet, he was trapped inside a tent as hurricane‐force winds carried it toward a precipice. He averted a fall only by stabbing an ice ax through the tent floor.” J. Madeleine Nash, “Chronicling the Ice,” Smithsonian (July 2007), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.smithsonianmag.com/science‐nature/Chronicling_the_Ice.html. 179 Carey, “The History of Ice,” 511. 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“Mountain Hero Award” from the Mountain Institute.180 The consensus among Thompson’s colleagues is that “his daring rescues of the ice and its records make him a rare old‐fashioned pioneer.” “If he wasn’t doing it, we’d lose those records forever. He’s a sort of hero,” declared James Hansen, director of NASA’s Goddard Institute for Space Studies.181 With even greater conviction, Gavin Schmidt, a climate modeler at Goddard, called Thompson “an absolute hero.”182 More than just a folk hero, Thompson is frequently described as “a true Indiana Jones.” Harvard University geochemist Daniel Schrag said, “‘He’s the closest living thing to Indiana Jones, and just in time.”183 A recent headline in the Washington Post drove home the point: “The ‘Indiana Jones’ of a Shrinking Realm.”184 Ironically, perhaps, Timothy Egan describes Edward Curtis as “an Indian Jones with a camera” on the dust jacket of his new book, Short Nights of the Shadow Catcher.185  Adding to the irony, the New York Times profiled Thompson in an article that focused not only on vanishing glaciers but also on the vanishing generation of glaciologists who study them.186 Confronting his own mortality after a heart transplant, Thompson’s race against the clock suddenly became much more personal. “Dr. Thompson, 64, is one of the most prominent of the generation of scientists who, in the latter decades of the 20th century, essentially discovered the problem of global warming,” writes Justin Gillis. “Now those scientists are beginning to age out of the field. Many of them say they grapple with the question of how hard to keep pushing themselves. Could one more finding or one more expedition help turn the tide of public awareness?”187 This concern with generational transition is not without precedent. The “Proposed Educational Development Plan for Glacier National Park,” published in 1936, for example, recommended the immediate                                                         180 Thompson received the “Mountain Hero Award for Excellence in Conserving Mountain Environments” in a ceremony at the Cosmos Club in Washington, D.C. on October 22, 2009. 181 Krajick, “Ice Man,” 518. Cited in Carey, “The History of Ice,” 511. 182 Nash, “Chronicling the Ice.” 183 Krajick, “Ice Man,” 518. 184 Doug Struck, “The ‘Indiana Jones’ of a Shrinking Realm,” Washington Post (July 29, 2006). 185 Timothy Egan, Short Nights of the Shadow Catcher: The Epic Life and Immortal Photographs of 
Edward Curtis (New York: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2012). 186 Gillis, “A Climate Scientist Battles Time and Mortality.” 187 Ibid. 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development of an “Ethnological Building” or “Museum of the Indian.” “The Blackfeet are showing a tense interest in the creation of this Park Indian Museum; they are anxious to help in every way possible,” the report stated.    Because one cannot expect to hold such interest at fever‐pitch forever, if nothing is being done to foster it, it is urgently necessary to build this museum as soon as possible. Moreover, each year marks the passing of aged full‐bloods, pioneers, and scientists, such as Major‐General Hugh L. Scott, who early made a study of these Indians. With their passing, much information and historical material slips forever out of the reach of the National Park Service.188   In another example of the anxiety aroused by this generational shift, Madison Grant suggested that George Bird Grinnell personified a “disappearing class of educated easterners.” Reflecting on Grinnell’s legacy in relation to the establishment of Glacier National Park, Grant wrote, “Mr. Grinnell, perhaps more than any other living man, represents the now disappearing class of educated easterners who went to the frontier in the buffalo and Indian days and devoted their lives to the welfare of the great West.”189 In 1886, Grinnell, himself, lamented the passing of a generation of rugged frontiersmen. “Dreamily my thoughts went back over the years to other nights, spent in other lodges, with other companions, and memories of brave, tried friends of former days crowded thick upon me,” he wrote.    I see pass before me, as in a vision, the forms and faces of grave, silent, gentle men, whom once I had called my friends. They have fired their last shot, they have kindled their last camp‐fire, they have gone over the Range—crossed the great Divide. ‘They were giants in those days,’ and of that heroic race how few are left alive! Lingering illness, the storms of winter, the pistol ball of the                                                         188 Glacier National Park, “Proposed Educational Development Plan for Glacier National Park (With Special Emphasis on Museum Development)” (May 1936), box 187, folder 2, Glacier National Park Archives, West Glacier (GNPA). 189 Grant continued, “Many men on the plains and in the mountains did the same, but for the most part they were not unmindful of their own material interests, and the credit they deserve for developing the country is perhaps to be qualified somewhat by the fact that they themselves often profited substantially in so doing. Mr. Grinnell, on the other hand, from the year 1870 has freely given his time, his money, his scientific and literary attainments, and his talents to the cause of the preservation of the forests, the wild life of the country and, above all, the welfare of the Indians of the West.” Grant, Early History of Glacier National Park, 5‐6. 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white man, the rifle shot of the savage, have sadly thinned their ranks. And none have risen, nor can arise, to fill the places left vacant. The conditions which made these men what they were no longer exist. Musing or dreaming, I know not which, I live over again scenes of the past, until, roused by the chill air, I draw my blankets over my head and fall asleep.190    Recognizing their own mortality perhaps encouraged scientists like Thompson and his predecessor Grinnell to take more risks in the never‐ending quest for data. It certainly contributed to the aura of heroism that surrounds them. “Ice Man: Lonnie Thompson Scales the Peaks for Science,” read a recent headline in the journal Science.191 “’It’s just what you have to do to get there,’ Thompson says with a shrug. ‘If you look at anything where advances were made, there was a risk. You can stay in the comfortable zone, or you can move forward.’”192 In short, Thompson’s “feats […] were as much physical as scientific.”193 As such, heroism is cultivated partly through an emphasis on physical description of anthropologists and scientists. Lonnie Thompson, therefore, is not just a scientist. Rather, he is described in great detail as “a man of medium height, with receding hair and rimless glasses.” “He speaks softly,” writes George Black, “with strong remnants of his native West Virginia accent. His manner is somewhat owlish, with flashes of dry humor. Today he was wearing an unremarkable gray suit. A row of pens and a pocket protector would not have seemed out of place. He conforms to no one’s idea of Indiana Jones on ice.”194 Similarly, J. Madeleine Nash observes, “Of medium height and build, he's not physically imposing. But he possesses nearly superhuman determination and drive.”195 Elsewhere, Thompson is characterized as “An unlikely sort. Pale and nondescript, unfailingly polite, quiet unless spoken to, Thompson looks like an encyclopedia salesman when he puts on a suit.”196                                                         190 George Bird Grinnell, “To the Walled‐In Lakes, IX, Night in the Lodge,” Forest and Stream 26 (February 4, 1886), 23. Cited in Gerald A. Diettert, Grinnell’s Glacier: George Bird Grinnell and Glacier 
National Park (Missoula, MT: Mountain Press Publishing Company, 1992), 3. 191 Krajick, “Ice Man.” 192 Struck, “The ‘Indiana Jones’ of a Shrinking Realm.” 193 Krajick, “Ice Man,” 520. 194 George Black, “Life and Death in a Dry Land,” OnEarth Magazine (November 24, 2010), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.onearth.org/article/life‐and‐death‐in‐a‐dry‐land. 195 Nash, “Chronicling the Ice.” 196 Krajick, “Ice Man,” 518. 
  241 
Not surprisingly, the practice of salvage glaciology is thriving in Glacier National Park. And there it is most closely associated with Daniel Fagre, Research Ecologist and Climate Change Research Coordinator for the Northern Rocky Mountain Science Center of the U. S. Geological Survey. With a profile only slightly lower than Thompson, Fagre is “racing against time, trying to learn as much as possible about the park’s glaciers while they last.”197 In a typical news report about climate change at Glacier Park, Fagre is described as conducting “pioneering work” in a remote environment, which puts him on “the front lines of global climate change research.”198 According to Jeff Woods, “Fagre and his team have been working overtime to make the most of their opportunity to watch these glaciers take their leave of Earth.”199 Michael Lanza’s article, “Ghosts of Glacier,” exemplifies contemporary accounts of salvage glaciology, which more‐often‐than‐not emphasize the heroic aspects of scientific fieldwork. “[Fagre] has become one of the country’s most sought‐after authorities on alpine climate change,” Lanza writes. “His resume is packed with academic degrees, awards, and published articles and books, and he speaks at conferences all over the world. Before our trip, Fagre had emailed an apology for his delayed response to a note I’d sent him: ‘I’ve been in the backcountry for a snow collection, testifying at our state legislature, and, today, must answer a congressional inquiry.’”200 In contrast to Lonnie Thompson’s owlish manner, Fagre is often described as “bearish.”201 In an article for Backpacker Magazine, Michael Lanza recounts a four‐day trip into Glacier’s backcountry with Fagre, who he describes as “a serious 54‐year‐old with a Ph.D. refined by two decades of field research.” Fagre “is stocky and a bit shy of 6 feet tall,” Lanza adds, “with straight hair neatly parted to one side, giving him the well‐scrubbed look of a grown‐up altar boy.”202 Vine Deloria Jr. 
                                                        197 Woods, “The big drip.” Daniel Fagre is prominently featured in a recent episode of Dan Rather 
Reports about climate change and Glacier National Park. Dan Rather, “Going, Going…,” Dan Rather 
Reports, Season 3 (October 7, 2008).  198 Yulsman, “Meltdown.” 199 Woods, “The big drip.”  200 Lanza, “Ghosts of Glacier,” 26. 201 Yulsman, “Meltdown.” 202 Lanza, “Ghosts of Glacier,” 23‐24. 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playfully subverts this tendency to emphasize physical description—and the heroic stature it conferred—in his biting critique of anthropology. “While their historical precedent is uncertain, anthropologists can readily be identified on the reservations,” writes Deloria.   Go into any crowd of people. Pick out a tall gaunt white man wearing Bermuda shorts, a World War II Army Air Force flying jacket, an Australian bush hat, tennis shoes, and packing a large knapsack incorrectly strapped on his back. He will invariably have a thin sexy wife with stringy hair, an IQ of 191, and a vocabulary in which even the prepositions have eleven syllables. […] This creature is an anthropologist.203  The history and legacy of salvage—including embedded assumptions about inevitable disappearance—has provoked strong criticism of and critical self‐reflection within the discipline of anthropology.204 Deloria, for example, pulls no punches in the fourth chapter of Custer Died for Your Sins, provocatively titled “Anthropologists and Other Friends.”205 Anthropologists, he famously writes, “are the most prominent members of the scholarly community that infests the land of the free, and in the summer time, the homes of the braves.”206 With his unique blend of wittiness and sarcasm, Deloria observes, “A warrior killed in battle could always go to the Happy Hunting Grounds. But where does an Indian laid low by an anthro go?                                                         203 Vine Deloria Jr., Custer Died for Your Sins: An Indian Manifesto (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1969), 79. 204 For a critique of the vanishing Indian trope within the imagery of Edward Curtis and George Catlin, see Gerald Vizenor, Fugitive Poses: Native American Indian Scenes of Absence and Presence (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1998), 160‐62; Gerald Vizenor, Native Liberty: Natural Reason 
and Cultural Survivance (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2009), 191‐206; Gerald Vizenor, “Edward Curtis: Pictorialist and Ethnographic Adventurist,” “Edward S. Curtis in Context,” Library of Congress (October 2000), accessed June 20, 2013, http://memory.loc.gov/ammem/award98/ienhtml/essay3.html; Christopher M. Lyman, The 
Vanishing Race and Other Illusions: Photographs of Indians by Edward S. Curtis (New York: Pantheon Books, 1982).  205 Deloria, Custer Died for Your Sins.  206 Deloria, Custer Died for Your Sins, 78. “The origin of the anthropologist is a mystery hidden in the historical mists,” continues Deloria. “Indians are certain that all societies of the Near East had anthropologists at one time because all those societies are now defunct. Indians are equally certain that Columbus brought anthropologists on his ships when he came to the New World. How else could he have made so many wrong deductions about where he was?” (79). See also Thomas Biolsi and Larry J. Zimmerman (eds), Indians and Anthropologists: Vine Deloria, Jr., and the Critique of 
Anthropology (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1997). 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To the library?” 207 On a more serious note, he argues, “The fundamental thesis of the anthropologist is that people are objects for observation, people are then considered objects for experimentation, for manipulation, and for eventual extinction. The anthropologist thus furnishes the justification for treating Indian people like so many chessman available for anyone to play with.”208 Deloria’s intervention is important in part because it highlights the persistence of the salvage paradigm and insists that we consider its implications in the present. “Salvage ethnography—the capturing of an authentic culture thought to be rapidly and inevitably disappearing—has from the beginning been haunted by fractures of logic,” argues Phil Deloria.209 Despite these fractures—or perhaps as a result of them—the logic of salvage endures to this day. “The salvage paradigm, reflecting a desire to rescue something ‘authentic’ out of destructive historical changes,” James Clifford suggests, “is alive and well.”210 The question of authenticity, as Paige Raibmon demonstrates, remains a key “legitimating discourse” within the context of the salvage paradigm. “Motivated to preserve what they believed were remnants of dying Indian cultures, salvage anthropologists attempted to document old ways uncontaminated by White influence,” she writes. “They transformed the most traumatic and turbulent period in the history of western North American Aboriginal people into the benchmark of timeless Aboriginal culture.”211 The vitality of these benchmarks and the “hegemonic longevity” of the salvage paradigm require greater scrutiny, particularly in the latest incarnation of salvage glaciology.212 Ignoring the continuity of vanishing, especially as manifest in the rhetoric of salvage, contributes to “historicizing the project of cultural salvaging                                                         207 Deloria, Custer Died for Your Sins, 81. 208 Ibid. 209 Deloria, Playing Indian, 90. 210 Clifford, “The Others,” 73. Citing Clifford, Pauline Wakeham writes, “Putting a benevolent and even heroic spin upon culture collecting, narratives of salvage framed the anthropologist as ‘the recorder and interpreter of fragile custom […], custodian of an essence, unimpeachable witness to an authenticity.’” Wakeham, Taxidermic Signs, 90.  211 Paige Raibmon, Authentic Indians: Episodes of Encounters from the Late­Nineteenth­Century 
Northwest Coast (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2005), 5. 212 For instance, James Clifford argues, “The persistent and repetitious ‘disappearance’ of social forms at the moment of their ethnographic representation demands analysis as a narrative structure.” Clifford also raises important questions about “the mode of scientific and moral authority associated with salvage, or redemptive, ethnography.” Clifford, “On Ethnographic Allegory,” 112‐13. 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in a way that brackets it within the discrete parameters of the past.” Failing to confront its entangled roots, contemporary glaciology, I suggest, runs the risk of “recirculating the historical and ideological traces that are indelibly sedimented upon key tropes of anthropological salvaging.”213 The conjuncture of vanishing Indians and glaciers reveals the extent to which the endangered glacier narrative resuscitates the vanishing Indian narrative. If the theme of the vanishing Indian is a “structure of feeling,” as Clifford suggests, invoking Raymond Williams’s phrase, the endangered glacier narrative can also be described as such.214 Moreover, residue of the former arguably conditions the structure of the latter. And the continuity of the vanishing logic indicates that both structures of feeling are embedded within the larger structure of settler colonialism. The logic of vanishing might therefore be characterized as an enduring 
infrastructure of feeling that underpins the settler‐colonial enterprise.215  
Photographing & Re­photographing Indians & Glaciers  An interpretive sign at the popular trailhead to Grinnell Glacier reads, “If you haven’t visited Grinnell Glacier in a while, be prepared for some dramatic differences. The changes in the glacier over the last few years may shock you. Take a picture! Even if you plan on returning next year, you may see a noticeable change.” Needless to say, many tourists have heeded this advice and snapped photographs of the melting glacier. And their predecessors responded similarly to the vanishing                                                         213 Pauline Wakeham writes, “Postcolonial critique risks historicizing the project of cultural salvaging in a way that brackets it within the discrete parameters of the past. Working against this critical trajectory, I argue that an investigation of Nass River Indians and its institutional rebirth demands a radically different form of historicization, one that analyses the complex linkages between the era of anthropological culture collecting and the work of archival reconstruction today. Thinking historicity into critical practices of the present tense, it is crucial to ask: Have we really transcended the salvage paradigm? In what ways might it persist as a potent ideological force in our current moment?” (155). Wakeham continues, “As a result, although recuperative cultural work attempts to differentiate itself from the processes it critiques, discourses of archival reconstruction run the risk of recirculating the historical and ideological traces that are indelibly sedimented upon key tropes of anthropological salvaging” (156). In addition, Wakeham argues, “[A] political commitment to postcolonial reckoning necessitates an ongoing examination of the methodologies and practices employed in its service” (163). Wakeham, Taxidermic Signs. 214 Clifford, “On Ethnographic Allegory,” 112. 215 Ruth Wilson Gilmore is currently developing this idea of “infrastructures of feeling.” 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Indian, taking their own photos or purchasing copies of Morton Elrod’s booklet of “Indian Pictures” or Frank Linderman’s “Blackfeet Indian Educational Portfolio.” “The photographs […] were all taken […] while the Indians were dressed in holiday attire,” Elrod explained. “Many of these can never be duplicated. […] Every picture is worth the money. Many are worth much more than the price.”216 In contrast, Linderman’s Educational Portfolio noted,    Naturally, then, a great many inquiries are received both at the Park and the Reservation, for information and pictures. […] This packet was designed to meet these demands. The brochure by Mr. Linderman tells the true story of the Blackfeet, while the pictures by Mr. Reiss (printed on loose sheets, suitable for framing) offer an authentic record of how they looked and dressed. […] Now it is put down on paper so that the record becomes permanent. This accomplishment will become more important with each passing year as the older chiefs are called to the Happy Hunting Ground.217  In short, Indians and glaciers have been the subjects of many a photograph over the past hundred years.  The significance of visual evidence—photographs, specifically—deepens the link between salvage anthropology and salvage glaciology. The role of artists and photographers such as George Catlin, Edward Curtis, and Joseph Dixon in establishing and maintaining the salvage paradigm equaled that of the anthropologists. Indeed, the practices of anthropological fieldwork and photography were intimately entwined and mutually reinforcing. Curtis, in particular, exemplified the logic of salvage, both in writing and in practice.218 “The great                                                         216 Elrod, “Indian Pictures.” 217 Linderman, Out of the North. 218 See Edward S. Curtis, “Vanishing Indian Types: The Tribes of the Northwest Plains,” Scribner’s 
Magazine (June 1906). Reflecting on the “perpetual visibility” of Curtis’s images, Pauline Wakeham argues, “What this ceaseless dissemination evinces is not just the ongoing fetishization of images of the vanishing Indian but also, in more pervasive and troubling terms, the persistent appeal of colonialist and racist ideology that so ably buttresses the hegemonic status quo. It is the fantasy of allochronism and aboriginal death that abets the state and its apparatuses, as well as the forces of capital, in willfully overlooking the vital fact that Indigenous peoples are alive in North America today. The denial of coevalness enables governments to defer land claim settlements, to continue to test weapons on Native territory, and to continue to underfund Aboriginal health and education programs. For these reasons, a critical return to the early twentieth‐century ethnographic salvage of Edward Curtis reframed in light of the continued currency of his images in the present tense is not 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changes in practically every phase of the Indian’s life that have taken place, especially within recent years,” Curtis wrote, “have been such that had the time for collecting much of the material, both descriptive and illustrative, herein recorded, been delayed, it would have been lost forever.”   The passing of every old man or woman means the passing of some tradition, some knowledge of sacred rites possessed by no other; consequently the information that is to be gathered, for the benefit of future generations, respecting the mode of life of one of the great races of mankind, must be collected at once or the opportunity will be lost for all time. It is this need that has inspired the present task. […] When the last opportunity for study of the living tribes shall have passes with the Indians themselves, and the day cannot be far off, my generous friends may then feel that they have aided in a work the results of which, let it be hoped, will grow more valuable as time goes on.219   An appreciation of photographs as data is evident in Theodore Roosevelt’s Forward to Curtis’s twenty‐volume masterwork, The North American Indian. Roosevelt extolled the photographer for “rendering a real and great service; a service not only to our own people, but to the world of scholarship everywhere.” “[F]or our generation offers the last chance for doing what Mr. Curtis has done,” Roosevelt continued. “The Indian as he has hitherto been is on the point of passing away. His life has been lived under conditions thru which our own race past so many ages ago that not a vestige of their memory remains. It would be a veritable calamity if a vivid and truthful record of these conditions were not kept.”220 Echoes 
                                                        merely an exercise in historicized close readings of visual culture but rather part of the project of disrupting the ongoing reproduction of colonial discourse and the mythology of aboriginal extinction that is, unfortunately, still all too timely in the current era.” Wakeham, Taxidermic Signs, 127. 219 Curtis, “General Introduction,” xvi‐xvii. The results have clearly grown more valuable in one sense. On October 4, 2012, a complete set of Curtis’s The North American Indian was sold at auction for $1.44 million. For whom the value has increased, however, remains a more vexing question. “Edward S. Curtis’ ‘The North American Indian’ Sells for $1.44 Million at Auction,” Indian Country Today (October 9, 2012), accessed June 20, 2013, http://indiancountrytodaymedianetwork.com/2012/10/09/edward‐s‐curtis‐the‐north‐american‐indian‐sells‐for‐1‐44‐million‐at‐auction‐138850); Timothy Egan, “Immortal Images of Native Americans,” New York Times (October 12, 2012), accessed June 20, 2013, http://lens.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/12/immortal‐images‐of‐native‐americans/. 220 Theodore Roosevelt, “Forward,” in Edward S. Curtis, The North American Indian, Volume I (1907) xi, accessed June 20, 2013, 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of the calamity described by Roosevelt can be found in many contemporary accounts of glacial recession. Keith Alverson, director of the Bern‐based nonprofit Past Climate Changes, for instance, compares the loss of data from melting ice to “a great library on fire.”221 If Lonnie Thompson and Daniel Fagre are the Franz Boas and A. L Kroeber of our time, James Balog is the Edward Curtis. In 2012, Balog’s feature‐length documentary film, Chasing Ice, premiered at theatres around the world. According a synopsis on the film’s website, “Chasing Ice is the story of one man’s mission to change the tide of history by gathering undeniable evidence of climate change. Using time‐lapse cameras, his videos compress years into seconds and capture ancient mountains of ice in motion as they disappear at a breathtaking rate.”222 In a recent interview, Bill Moyers describes Balog, the founder and executive director of the 
Extreme Ice Survey, as a “prophet.”223 Just as photography was instrumental to preserving a record of a supposedly “vanishing race” in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the practice of repeat photography has emerged as one of the most potent means of visualizing glacial recession in the twenty‐first century. 
(Figure 5.2) Hence, the interpretive sign at the trailhead to Grinnell Glacier recommends taking a picture—establishing a personal baseline—which can then be compared in the future with a dramatically different scene.  
Racial & Glacial Remnants  The rhetoric of remnants is ubiquitous, both historically and in the present day. “Here is the place where clouds are made; where are seen the largest remnants of                                                         http://curtis.library.northwestern.edu/curtis/viewPage.cgi?showp=1&size=2&id=nai.01.book.00000015&volume=1#nav. 221 “Melting ice may be not only a sign, but a disaster in itself. The loss of data is ‘like a great library on fire,’ says Keith Alverson, director of the Bern‐based nonprofit Past Climate Changes, which promotes paleoclimate research.” Krajick, “Ice Man,” 521. 222 James Balog, “Synopsis,” Chasing Ice, accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.chasingice.com/about‐the‐film/synopsis/. 223 Moyers & Company, “James Balog on Capturing our Disappearing Glaciers” (October 11, 2012), accessed June 20, 2013, http://billmoyers.com/segment/james‐balog‐on‐capturing‐our‐disappearing‐glaciers/. 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that great ice field that in past ages covered all northern America,” exclaimed Glacier National Park Naturalist Morton J. Elrod in 1910.224 Twenty‐seven years earlier, J. Willard Schultz wrote about the Blackfeet Indians in similar terms.   Not so very long ago these prairies were graced with countless herds of buffalo and antelope; along the wooded valleys of the stream, and the pine‐covered sloped of the mountains, were once numberless hands of elk, deer, sheep, and bears. Some of the game is yet to be found. Bands of the ancient inhabitants are yet to be seen—small remnants of a once mighty nation. Still camping where their forefathers were wont to pitch their lodges, some of them preserve their native dignity and hold to their ancestral customs as sacredly as ever; others are demoralized, discouraged and indifferent.225   In 2003, Tom Yulsman observed, “Grinnell Glacier, […] like almost all of the glaciers in the park, is wasting away.”226 In 1892, George Bird Grinnell—Grinnell Glacier’s namesake—described the Blackfeet as “the pitiful remnant of a once mighty people,” who, despite “making a noble fight for existence,” are “wasting away and growing fewer in numbers.”227 As these examples demonstrate, the rhetoric of vanishing consistently emphasizes the already diminished or compromised status of Indians and glaciers.  Awareness of the glaciers diminished status is as old as the park itself. In 1978, for example, photographer Greg Beaumont mused, “But for all the ice and snow that reflect the summer sun, the park’s present glaciers are but snowflakes compared to the mighty rivers of ice that carved this land.”228 In 1956, George Long wrote, “Compared to Ice Age predecessors, the 60‐odd living glaciers in the park today are pygmies.”229 Similarly, a mid‐century guidebook for park rangers described the remaining glaciers as “only ice cubes compared to their 
                                                        224 Elrod, “Montana’s New National Park Is A Priceless Pleasure Ground For All.” 225 James Willard Schultz, “Life Among the Blackfeet,” Forest and Stream, Vol. XXI (November 29, 1883). 226 Yulsman, “Meltdown,” 38‐43. 227 Grinnell, Blackfoot Lodge Tales, 180. 228 Beaumont, Many­Storied Mountains. 229 George W. Long, “Many‐splendored Glacierland,” The National Geographic Magazine, Vol. CIX, No. 5 (May, 1956), 609. 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predecessors.’”230 In 1914, geologist Marius Campbell wrote, “The present glaciers are only the diminutive remnants of the earlier ones, and if the mean annual temperature were raised slightly or the amount of precipitation decreased they would probably disappear.”231  In contrast, George Catlin characterized Indians as “the present living remnants of the race.”232 Walter McClintock described the Blackfeet as “the pathetic spectacle of a dying race.”233 Although it boasted that Glacier National Park was an “ideal place to see American Indians,” an early National Park Service publication included an important caveat: “Today the Blackfeet on the reservation adjoining the park on the east remain a pitiful but picturesque remnant of their former pride and glory.”234 In an administrative history of Glacier National Park, Donald Robinson, wrote, “Today the remnants of this great warrior nation reside on four reservations in southern Alberta and northern Montana, gradually losing the ways of their forefathers and taking on the dress, language, and ways of the white man.”235 In addition, the contemporary reservation system or “Indian territory” was often depicted as the “shrunken residue” of the millions of acres that once constituted Indian County.236 Historian Richard White, for example, writes, “Reservations were sovereign remnants of Indians lands on which the federal government treated Indians as virtually powerless wards.”237  The rhetoric of remnants taps into a broader discourse about purity and contamination, which in turn relates to questions of authenticity. Speaking about Grinnell Glacier, Daniel Fagre observes, “Many people would not be impressed by this little dirty glacier that seems to be obviously falling apart, that has become very tiny and decrepit—and people often think about glaciers as these beautiful white                                                         230 Ibid, 616. 231 Campbell, The Glacier National Park, 14.  232 Catlin, Letters and Notes, 5. 233 Cited in Sherry L. Smith, Reimagining Indians: Native Americans through Anglo Eyes, 1880­1940 (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), 79. 234 National Park Service, Glacier National Park – Montana. 235 Donald H. Robinson, Through the Years in Glacier National Park: An Administrative History (West Glacier: Glacier Natural History Association, 1960). 236 Dippie, The Vanishing American, 247. 237 White, “It’s Your Misfortune and None of My Own,” 92. 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expansive, blue colors—but those are healthy glaciers and this one is not. This one is on its last legs.”238 The park’s remaining glaciers, in other words, are not authentic, in the sense that they don’t conform to our expectations of what a glacier should look like. Although he doesn’t use the language of authenticity, the idea is nevertheless implicit in Jeffrey Kargel’s characterization of the decrepit glaciers as “only ‘technically glaciers’ because ‘they are so minuscule.’”239 The endangered glacier and vanishing Indian narratives both rely on and extend discourses of authenticity and purity. The rhetoric of remnants, moreover, deepens the link between Carey’s endangered glacier narrative and O’Brien’s narrative of Indian extinction.240 In particular, it connects the former to a vital and flourishing component of the latter, which O’Brien refers to as the “degeneracy narrative of the temporalities of race.”241 The degeneracy narrative, according to O’Brien, involves “ideas about Indian ‘blood’ as a signifier for race, and the notion that Indian blood, when diluted, meant the diminishment or loss of ‘race.’”242 “These texts coalesced into a master narrative that insisted on Indian extinction and that argued that Indians can never be modern,” O’Brien concludes.”243 Recalling Grinnell’s comments about “blanket Indians,” the rhetoric of vanishing functions in part to establish and maintain baselines of authenticity—in both a racial and glacial sense.  
An Intergenerational Responsibility   If tourism is the most obvious link between Indians and glaciers, a particular thread of tourism rhetoric deepens that connection. And it deepens it, moreover, in a                                                         238 Ellis, “Montana’s melting glaciers.” 239 Selingo, “Going to Glacier?” 240 O’Brien, Firsting and Lasting, xiii. 241 Ibid, 108, 118‐19. 242 In addition, the degeneracy narrative involves “particular ideas about Indian cultures and their presumptive diminishment, which disclosed their assumptions about Indians and history.” O’Brien, 
Firsting and Lasting, 118. 243 “This narrative was pervasive and persuasive to non‐Indians,” O’Brien continues, “it argued that racial mixture and culture ‘loss’ diluted the Indianness of New England Indians to the vanishing point.” O’Brien, Firsting and Lasting, 202. 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manner that resonates with questions about justice. In the case of both Indians and glaciers, a sense of urgency underscored the promotion of Glacier National Park as a tourist destination. As early as 1841, George Catlin wrote, “I cannot help but repeat […] that the tribes of the red men of North America, as a nation of human beings, are on their wane; that (to use their own very beautiful figure) ‘they are fast traveling to the shades of their fathers, towards the setting sun.’” Catlin continued,   The traveler who would see these people in their native simplicity and beauty, must needs be hastily on his way to the prairies and Rocky Mountains, or he will see them only as they are now seen on the frontiers, as a basket of dead game—harassed, chased, bleeding and dead; with their plumage and colours despoiled, to be gazed amongst in vain for some system or moral, or for some scale by which to estimate their true native character, other than that which has too often recorded them but a dark and unintelligible mass of cruelty and barbarity.244  Here, Catlin appealed not to anthropologists and photographers but to tourists in general. If there was a “moral obligation,” as Joseph Dixon suggested, to behold Indians as something other than dead game, this obligation extended beyond individuals. And heroism, likewise, extended beyond scientists. It was also conferred upon tourists, particularly parents who—out of a sense of intergenerational duty and responsibility—brought their children to the park to witness firsthand the inexorable demise of Indians. “Give Your Youngster an Adventure Land Vacation: Glacier National Park,” announced a 1926 Great Northern advertisement.    Uncle Sam has made citizens of the Indians. The old tribal costumes and customs will soon be no more. Now, before it all goes, let your children get acquainted with the noble, unconquerable Blackfeet. Today, as for centuries past, Glacier National Park is their native home.245   
                                                        244 Catlin, Letters and Notes, 10‐11. 245 “Give Your Youngster an Adventure Land Vacation,” magazine advertisement, 1926,  roll 1, frame 40, M382, Great Northern Railway Company, Advertising and Publicity Department, Magazine and Newspaper Advertisements, 1884‐1970, Magazine and Newspaper Articles and Other Publicity, 1911‐1943, Minnesota Historical Society, St. Paul (MNHS). 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Contemporary “doom tourism” also appeals to a sense of intergenerational duty and responsibility. This theme—anxious parents taking their children to see vanishing glaciers—is increasingly common in mainstream news reports about climate change. Exemplifying this trend, journalist Michael Lanza writes, “I’m struck by a sadness that my two children, 6 and 4, will never see what I’m seeing today. By the time they reach my age, this park will look radically different.”246 Elsewhere, Lanza writes, “The last of [Glacier National Park’s] 7,000‐year‐old glaciers are projected to melt into the dirt within about a decade—when my kids are just 19 and 17.”247 Propelled by this deep sadness, Lanza, along with his children, visited the national parks most threatened by climate change. In 2012, he published a book about his journey, Before They’re Gone: A Family’s Year­Long Quest to Explore 
America’s Most Endangered National Parks.248 Of course, Lanza is not alone in his concern for future generations. In a recent editorial for the Seattle Times, Danny Westneat describes a pilgrimage to Glacier Park motivated by similar fears. “The ice had been the lure to get the family to drive 600 miles east last week. Let’s go see the great glaciers before they’re gone.”249 Signaling a growing emotional identification with glaciers, Martin Kidston frames projections for glacial “death” at Glacier Park in stark and affective terms. “The glaciers have been here for as long as man has walked North America,” he writes. “Yet glaciers dating back 7,000‐plus years could be gone before today’s babies are old enough to drink beer at St. Mary’s Lodge.”250 Over the past century, a growing awareness of climate change and the changing landscape has tempered more benign accounts of intergenerational dialogue, which often emphasized the timeless character of pristine wilderness. Encouraging prospective tourists in 1913 to imagine a boat ride on placid Lake McDonald, Edward Frank Allen wrote,                                                          246 Lanza, “Ghosts of Glacier.” 247 Michael Lanza, “Watching Climate Change Across the National Park System,” National Parks 
Traveler (January 19, 2011), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.nationalparkstraveler.com/2011/01/watching‐climate‐change‐across‐national‐park‐system7481. 248 Michael Lanza, Before They're Gone: A Family's Year­Long Quest to Explore America's Most 
Endangered National Parks (Boston: Beacon Press, 2012). 249 Danny Westneat, “No more glaciers? Imagine that,” Seattle Times (August 14, 2012).  250 Kidston, “Death of a glacier.” 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 Sit back, and, as the boat cuts its way through the blue water, a mile and a half from either shore, consider the absence of every sight that would suggest commerce, the fact that your grandchildren’s children may see this unchanged. This is Never Never Land, where hours stand still, and lock‐out time comes only when you are outside its borders.251 
 “[The Blackfoot Indians] hunted in the mountains and fished in the lakes that are now yours as an American citizen,” Allen continued. “That is a better thought as you glide over the surface of Lake McDonald than it possibly can be as drawn on a printed page. Glacier Park is yours and your children’s!”252  
Canaries in the Coal Mine: Indians & Glaciers as Barometers of Change  The sense of intergenerational responsibility inherent to “doom tourism”—of needing to see melting glaciers not only for oneself but also for/with one’s children—resonates with the definition of justice Wendy Brown deploys in Politics 
Out of History. Channeling Derrida, she writes, “Justice […] is less institutional or spatial than temporal: it pertains almost entirely to a practice of responsible relations between generations.”253 In this context, the 1916 National Park Service Act, which created the National Park Service and stipulated that parks be left “unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations,” takes on a slightly different meaning.254  Over the past century, Indians and glaciers have both served as “barometers,” “harbingers,” and “canaries in the coal mine,” offering clues about our collective sense of justice and democratic faith during eras of westward expansion and climate change.255 If reservations once served as bellwethers, today national parks perform a similar role. “Climate experts say the glaciers of Montana are not merely                                                         251 Allen, “The Greatness of Glacier National Park,” 12. 252 Ibid, 13. 253 Brown, Politics Out of History, 147. 254 Richard West Sellars, Preserving Nature in the National Parks: A History (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1997), 29.  255 Jace Weaver, Notes from a Miner’s Canary: Essays on the State of Native America (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 2010). 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touchstones,” writes Todd Wilkinson. “They are crystal balls foretelling our future.”256 According to Leigh Welling, director of the National Park Service’s Climate Change Response Program, national parks—Glacier, in particular—“have become the poster child for climate change.”257 The specter of yesterday’s vanishing Indian that haunts today’s vanishing glacier is emboldened by a small bird whose persistent warble strengthens the link between past and present in this landscape of perpetual vanishing. During nomination hearings for his eventual appointment as the eighteenth Director of the National Park Service under the Obama administration, Jonathan Jarvis described the national parks as “the proverbial canary in the coal mine.”258 The parks, by his estimation, can function as an early warning system in our uncertain era of climate change. Echoing Jarvis, journalist Michael Jamison writes, “[national parks] are the canaries in the coal mine, so to speak—places where early stages of climate change can clearly be seen working on the landscape.”259 Only fifty years earlier Indians played the metaphoric role of miner’s canary. In 1953, Felix Cohen—architect of the 1934 Indian Reorganization Act and author of The Handbook of Federal Indian Law under the Roosevelt Administration—famously wrote, “Like the miner’s canary, the Indian marks the shift from fresh air to poison gas in our political atmosphere, and our treatment of the Indian […] marks the rise and fall in our democratic faith.”260 The rhetorical similitude of Jarvis and Cohen is uncanny. It not only strengthens the link between vanishing Indians and vanishing glaciers, it also situates both squarely in the context of justice. “Justice concerns not only our debt to the past but also the                                                         256 Todd Wilkinson, “Climate Change Hits The American West,” NewWest (June 13, 2006). 257 Jamison, “Glacier Park: The next century.” Leigh Welling was appointed to direct the new Climate Change Response Program in 2010. Previously she served for five years as Director of the Crown of the Continent Research Learning Center at Glacier National Park.  258 “Obama Nominates Jon Jarvis to Head National Park Service,” Environment News Service (July 13, 2009), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.ens‐newswire.com/ens/jul2009/2009‐07‐13‐091.asp. 259 Jamison writes, “According to NPCA Glacier Park program manager Will Hammerquist, national parks serve as reservoirs of natural history, places where the global warming ‘signal’ is not confused by the ‘noise’ of urban development. There are, he said, ‘no confounding variables’ in wilderness parks, and so they are the canaries in the coal mine, so to speak—places where early stages of climate change can clearly be seen working on the landscape.” Michael Jamison, “Park climate study urges new measures,” Missoulian (July 17, 2007). 260 Felix S. Cohen, “The Erosion of Indian Rights, 1950‐1953: A Case Study in Bureaucracy,” Yale Law 
Journal 62 (1953), 348‐90. 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past’s legacy in the present,” Wendy Brown argues, “it informs not only our obligation to the future but also our responsibility for our (ghostly) presence in that future.”261 How, the canary asks, will we take responsibility for our (ghostly) presence in the future? In a recent article about the disproportionate impact of climate change on Native Americans, Jennifer Cunningham describes the changing conditions on the Flathead Reservation, such as rising stream temperatures, prolonged droughts, and an increase in the frequency and intensity of wildfires. “But the fear among experts isn’t just for the future of the tribes,” Cunningham concludes.    Lonnie Thompson, a leading climatologist, glaciologist and professor of geological sciences at Ohio State University, said the climate change impacts that Native Americans are experiencing on tribal lands is a harbinger of sorts of what the rest of the world will experience in later years because of climate change. ‘I think what you see, especially in the changes that are occurring around glaciers, that these are just the canaries in the coal mine of things to come,’ said Thompson, who has spent more than 30 years studying Peru’s Quelccaya glacier, the largest tropical ice cap in the world.262  Another article about Thompson reveals his fondness for the canary metaphor. “Perhaps not surprisingly for a native West Virginian who once considered a career in coal geology, Thompson often draws an analogy between glaciers and the proverbial canary in the coal mine,” writes J. Madeleine Nash. “Like the bird, glaciers are warning us of the buildup of dangerous gases. But there is one important difference. ‘In the past, when the canaries stopped singing and died, the miners knew to get out of the mine. Our problem is, we live in the mine.’”263 
                                                        261 Later, Brown adds, “We inherit not ‘what really happened’ to the dead but what lives on from that happening, what is conjured from it, how past generations and events occupy the force fields of the present, how they claim us, and how they haunt, plague, and inspirit our imaginations and visions for the future” (150). Brown, Politics Out of History, 147. See also Allan Pred, The Past Is Not Dead: Facts, 
Fictions, and Enduring Racial Stereotypes (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2004) and Ian Baucom, “Specters of the Atlantic,” The South Atlantic Quarterly, Vol. 100, No. 1 (Winter 2001), 61‐82. 262 Jennifer H. Cunningham, “Climate Change Puts Tribal Way of Life at Risk,” AOL News (November 21, 2010), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.aolnews.com/2010/11/21/climate‐change‐puts‐tribal‐way‐of‐life‐at‐risk/. 263 Nash, “Chronicling the Ice.” 
  256 
Within a settler‐colonial context, Thompson’s remark might well be interpreted to mean that we are all Indians now!264 Except, of course, we’re not all Indians now. Despite settler colonialism’s “appropriation of claims to indigeneity,” which according to Miranda Johnson serves as an “alternative idiom for expressing national identity,” “real” Indians and present‐tense articulations of indigeneity or indigenous political difference are still very much constrained by the logic of vanishing.265 Moreover, the logic of vanishing remains an integral component of the structure of settler colonialism—part of what makes settler colonialism so pernicious as a flexible condition of possibility. Superintendent Chas Cartwright was correct in saying that the focus on melting glaciers has overshadowed “other impacts.” Ongoing struggle against a structure of invasion, however, is not among the other impacts Cartwright had in mind.266 Yet this struggle against colonization is intimately linked to the struggle against climate change. Ironically, Blackfoot Glacier is one of the largest glaciers remaining in Glacier National Park, although it too is vanishing. What do the Indians who never vanished—Blackfeet, Cree, Bitterroot Salish, Upper Pend d’Oreille, and Kootenai—tell us about the glaciers that are in fact vanishing?267 What does the specter of the                                                         264 Use of the canary metaphor is common within other contexts as well, particularly in relation to federal Indian policy. Reflecting critically on the National Congress of American Indians’ position on the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, legal scholar Peter d'Errico, for example, writes, “The problem seems to be that the canary is still singing, but not its own song.” The metaphor is also used in relation to processes of racial formation and struggles for environmental justice.264 Peter d’Errico, “Canaries, Frogs and the National Congress of American Indians: What’s Realistic?” Indian Country Today (February 10, 2012), accessed June 20, 2013, http://indiancountrytodaymedianetwork.com/opinion/canaries‐frogs‐and‐the‐national‐congress‐of‐american‐indians‐whats‐realistic‐96883. See also Lani Guinier and Gerald Torres, The Miner’s 
Canary: Enlisting Race, Resisting Power, Transforming Democracy (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2002); David Naguib Pellow, Resisting global toxics: Transnational Movements for 
Environmental Justice (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2007), 44‐45. 265 Johnson, “Reconciliation, indigeneity, and postcolonial nationhood in settler states,” 192.  266 Patrick Wolfe writes, “When invasion is recognized as a structure rather than an event, its history does not stop (or, more to the point, become relatively trivial) when it moves on from the era of frontier homicide. Rather, narrating that history involves charting the continuities, discontinuities, adjustments, and departures whereby a logic that initially informed frontier killing transmutes into different modalities, discourses, and institutional formations as it undergirds the historical development and complexification of settler society.” Wolfe, “Structure and Event,” 120‐21. 267 Based on extensive fieldwork in the Saint Elias Mountains in the Yukon Territory, Julie Cruikshank writes, “Indigenous visions passed on in narratives about glaciers (like those about caribou, forests, or rivers) seem uniquely important because they position nature and culture in a single social field and graft colonial and environmental histories onto older stories. They draw connections between 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vanishing Indian reveal about the relationship between colonialism and capitalism as interlocking pillars of white supremacy?268 What clues does the specter provide to help us locate new affinities in the struggle for climate justice and Native justice?269  
The Structure of Vanishing (Part III)  If the rhetoric of vanishing is striking in its quality, it is also overwhelming in its quantity. Indeed, the previous section could have also explored the conjunction of Indians and glaciers in relation to questions about inevitability, causality, and culpability. Contemporary debates about humans’ role in climate change, for instance, bear an uncanny resemblance to earlier debates about westward expansion, Manifest Destiny, and genocide. In both cases, there is often a concerted                                                         relationships and activities on the land and proper social comportment. They provide rich, complex alternatives to normalized values that now conventionally frame nature as a redeemable object to be ‘saved.’ Always in motion even when they appear static, surging glaciers encompass both the materiality of the biophysical world and the agency of the nonhuman, and draw on traditions of thought quite different from those of academic materialism. They are grounded in material circumstances but also carry a multitude of historical, cultural, and social values that slide away when they are relegated uncritically to ‘nature.’” Cruikshank, “Melting Glaciers and Emerging Histories,” 373. 268 Andrea Smith, “Heteropatriarchy and the Three Pillars of White Supremacy: Rethinking Women of Color Organizing,” in Incite! Women of Color Against Violence (eds), Color of Violence: The INCITE! 
Anthology (Cambridge, MA: South End Press, 2006), 67‐68. 269 Yates McKee’s reflections on climate justice resonate more broadly within settler colonial contexts. McKee writes, “Climate justice thus entails a kind of reparations program that goes far beyond the calculus of emissions‐reduction, calling in addition for substantial financial assistance with systems of mitigation, protection, adaptation, and sustainable, equitable development for those already exposed to catastrophic climate change or who will be exposed to it in the near future. However, climate justice cannot be reduced to a series of specific grievances and proposals, even though the latter are obviously essential to it. Informed by the polyvalent imperative of survival, claims for climate justice also have the power to introduce a kind of disjunction in our sense of time and history analogous to the alteration of environmental cycles and horizons effected by climate change itself. […] Climate justice, then, would not entail a simple regulative ideal known in advance that would stabilize horizons and restore a harmonious domestic balance to the planetary oikos. Like climate itself, in the radical sense, climate justice would open onto an incalculable future that would nonetheless be structurally haunted by the injustices and violences of the past” (98). Yates McKee, “Of Survival: Climate Change and Uncanny Landscape in the Photography of Subhankar Banerjee,” in Henry Sussman (ed), Impasses of the Post­Global: Theory in the Era of Climate Change, Vol. 2 (Ann Arbor, MI: Open Humanities Press, MPublishing, 2012), 76‐105. Geographers Joel Wainwright and Geoff Mann also explore “the possibility of a just climate revolution.” Joel Wainwright and Geoff Mann, “Climate Leviathan,” Antipode, Vol. 45, No. 1 (January 2013), 1‐22. For more on new affinities see Richard J. F. Day, Gramsci is Dead: Anarchist Currents in the Newest Social Movements (London: Pluto Press, 2005). 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effort to deflect blame and absolve oneself of responsibility. There is also an element of what Mary Louise Pratt’s refers to as “anti‐conquest” that circulates in these debates about anthropogenic climate change and (anthropogenic) dispossession.270 If the continuity of vanishing is staggering in its scope, the primary conclusion to be drawn from it is relatively straightforward. As indicated earlier, the conclusion is somewhat anticlimactic because it has been foreshadowed throughout the two chapters. The continuity of vanishing reveals a profoundly colonial dimension of climate change. The continuity of vanishing ruptures a temporal boundary that has kept the story of yesterday’s vanishing Indian separate from that of today’s vanishing glacier; insisting, instead, that we consider them as parts of the same story. In addition, the conjunction of Indians and glaciers exposes the “ongoing reproduction of colonial discourse” and also the material consequences of this discourse.271 Focusing on the continuity of the vanishing logic in the Alberta/Montana borderlands sheds light on colonization as an ongoing process rather than an historical event, which, in turn, reveals the structural dimensions of settler colonialism. Emphasizing structural continuities in this landscape of perpetual vanishing thus challenges the tendency to bracket ongoing processes of colonization out of an equation that defines “the fierce urgency of now” exclusively in relation to climate change. (Figure 5.3) Critically engaging Marx’s theory of primitive accumulation, Glen Coulthard seeks to “make it more relevant to an analysis of colonial domination and Indigenous resistance.”272 Reframing it as “an ongoing practice of dispossession,” Coulthard recommends “shifting our analysis from primitive accumulation’s primary emphasis on the capital‐relation to the colonial‐relation.”273 The                                                         270 Pratt defines “anti‐conquest” as “the strategies of representation whereby European bourgeois subjects seek to secure their innocence in the same moment as they assert European hegemony.” Mary Louise Pratt, Imperial Eyes: Travel Writing and Transculturation (New York: Routledge, 2008 [1992]), 8‐9. 271 Wakeham, Taxidermic Signs, 127. 272 Coulthard, “Subjects of Empire?,” 12. 273 Coulthard, “Subjects of Empire?,” 213‐14. The shift is necessary, Coulthard argues, because the history and experience of dispossession, as opposed to proletarianization, “has been the dominant background structure shaping the character of the relationship between Indigenous peoples and the Canadian state” (19‐20). 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conjunction of vanishing glaciers and Indians at Glacier National Park suggests a similar shift to the colonial‐relation within the context of climate change. This shift is necessary, I argue, if we are to “dig deeper to the bigger issues,” as Chas Cartwright implored. “The landscape is both an outcome and the medium of social relations, both the result of and an input to specific relations of production and reproduction,” argues Don Mitchell. “In our world, those relations are capitalist, of course, and the landscape is a commodity.”274 Less obvious, perhaps, those relations are also colonial. The continuity of the vanishing logic demands that we also analyze the landscape in relation to structures of settler colonialism.275 If the global (environmental) justice movement has exposed the uneven effects of climate change, the continuity of vanishing emphasizes the heterogeneity of its causes. The implication, then, is that any effort to address the root causes of climate change must engage, substantively, with ongoing colonial processes.276 “[O]ur understanding of the physical processes that are driving climate has run far ahead of our explanations of the social processes driving the physical processes,” argues Joel Wainwright.277 When social processes are examined, capitalism is frequently singled out as the primary culprit. Wainwright, for example, writes, “The historical coincidence of the emergence of global capitalism with the transformation of our planet’s atmosphere is no accident. Capitalism is at the heart of the challenge of confronting climate change, and any serious attempt to address global climate change must contend with global capitalism.”278 While I largely agree with 
                                                        274 Mitchell, “Landscape,” 49. 275 Writing about juxtaposition as a form of “ecocritique,” Timothy Morton argues, “If it is to be properly critical, montage must juxtapose the contents with the frame.” In this case, that means juxtaposing social relations with a settler colonial frame. Morton, Ecology Without Nature, 143. 276 Dipesh Chakrabarty argues, “The fact that the crisis of climate change will be routed through all our ‘anthropological differences’ can only mean that, however anthropogenic the current global warming may be in its origins, there is no corresponding ‘humanity’ that in its oneness can act as a political agent. A place thus remains for struggles around questions on intrahuman justice regarding the uneven impacts of climate change. This is to underline how open the space is for what may be called the politics of climate change.” Chakrabarty, “Postcolonial Studies and the Challenge of Climate Change,” 14. 277 Wainwright, “Climate Change, Capitalism, and the Challenge of Transdisciplinarity,” 984. 278 Wainwright, “Climate Change, Capitalism, and the Challenge of Transdisciplinarity,” 988. Reflecting on the role of geography as a discipline, Wainwright argues, “If we geographers wish to pride ourselves in pondering the great questions of our time, we must be willing to ask whether the 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Wainwright’s assessment, the continuity of vanishing suggests that colonialism is also one of the “social processes driving the physical processes” and that any serious attempt to contend with global capitalism also needs to address colonialism as an ongoing (and global) process.279 Moreover, as Chapter 3 suggested, these two processes are intimately related and “dialectically intertwined.” If climate change can be understood in part as an effect of capitalism, it must also be seen as a symptom of colonization. Identifying the emergence of a “post‐democratic condition,” particularly in relation to new forms of environmental governance in an era of climate change, Erik Swyngedouw argues, “This post‐political frame is structured around the perceived inevitability of capitalism and a market economy as the basic organizational structure of the social and economic order, for which there is no alternative.”280 Shifting to the colonial‐relation challenges capitalism’s status as the “basic organizational structure” of society. And in so doing, it also ruptures the “post‐political frame.” Substantive engagement with the politics of indigeneity suggests there are alternatives.281 Nonetheless, it is not enough to simply reveal the continuity of vanishing—to connect the nineteenth century vanishing Indian to the twenty‐first century vanishing glacier. For once established, this continuity can mask as much as it                                                         very form of social and economic life—capitalism—is not an underlying cause of climate change” (987‐88). 279 Echoing Wainwright, David Harvey writes, “If you think you can solve a serious environmental question like global warming without actually confronting the question of by whom and how the foundational value structure of our society is being determined, then you are kidding yourself.” In addition to capitalism, I argue, ongoing processes of colonialism also determine “the foundational value structure of our society.” David Harvey, A Companion to Marx’s Capital (New York: Verso, 2010), 21. 280 Swyngedouw, “Apocalypse Forever?,” 215. Swyngedouw continues, “The politics of climate change and, more generally, the concern with sustainability—I maintain—are not only expressive of such post‐political and post‐democratic organization, but have been among the key arenas through which the post‐political frame is forged, configured and entrenched. This process of de‐politicization—or the colonization of the political by politics/the police—which operates through elevating the state of nature onto the public terrain in thoroughly depoliticized ways calls for a reconsideration of what the political is, where it is located and how the democratic political can be recaptured” (216). 281 See Cheyfitz, “What Is a Just Society?” Cheyfitz argues, “For if the United States specifically and the developed world more broadly wants to move beyond the limits of capitalism’s imagination and its current destructive form of neoliberal globalization, a particular moment in the history of the modern nation‐state, which began its trajectory with the European invasion of the Americas in 1492, then this Westernized world must begin to think seriously in terms of the philosophies that were providing balanced models of social life when unbalanced Europeans arrived violently more than five hundred years ago” (299‐300). 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reveals. It can efface, in other words, the various ways in which the vanishing logic remains operative. Moving beyond the fact of continuity, we must interrogate the work this logic performs. What does the logic of vanishing authorize? And for whom does it serve? How does vanishing and endangerment function as a structure or “condition of possibility” within a settler‐colonial context? And what endures in this landscape of perpetual vanishing?282 In order to combat unbroken cycles of colonization, Pauline Wakeham argues, “it is imperative to both historicize their conditions of possibility and trace the circumstances surrounding their persistence in the present.”283  The spectacle of vanishing glaciers has indeed overshadowed “bigger issues,” as Cartwright suggested. For instance, it has eclipsed efforts to preserve and revitalize endangered languages at the Blackfeet Nation’s Piegan Institute and the Flathead Nation’s Nkwusm Salish Language Revitalization Institute. By bracketing out ongoing processes of colonization, the spectacle contributes to the naturalization of structures of settler colonialism. In turn, these structures mask what Ruth Wilson Gilmore describes as “the state‐sanctioned and/or extralegal production and exploitation of group‐differentiated vulnerability to premature death.”284 In short, they mask racism. By attempting to temporally confine vanishing Indians to the early twentieth century, settler colonial structures conceal, for example, disproportionate rates of poverty, incarceration, and suicide among contemporary Indians. More precisely, they do not obscure poverty per se—if anything poverty is made hyper‐visible; rather they pathologize poverty and conceal its structural dimensions.  
                                                        282 Elizabeth Povinelli, for example, calls our attention to the “hardiness of liberalism as a normative horizon.” Povinelli, The Empire of Love, 4. 283 Wakeham writes, “What critical emphases upon the newness of Empire risk obfuscating is the vital fact that such ‘cycles of colonization’ do remain largely ‘unbroken’ and, in order to effectively combat them, it is imperative to both historicize their conditions of possibility and trace the circumstances surrounding their persistence in the present. This critical strategy for historicizing colonial aggression and studying its continuities and affiliations with the contemporary moment is not only an intellectual one, it is also politically strategic.” Wakeham, Taxidermic Signs, 207. 284 Ruth Wilson Gilmore, Golden Gulag: Prisons, Surplus, Crisis, and Opposition in Globalizing California (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2007), 247. Gilmore also defines racism as “the ordinary means through which dehumanization achieves ideological normality” (243). 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The enduring effects of the logic of vanishing are particularly palpable around questions of enrollment, citizenship, and blood quantum. The threat of political extinction based on the continued use of blood quantum classification to determine tribal citizenship is still very real. Indigenous political difference, in other words, remains under siege. J. Kehaulani Kauanui describes blood quantum as “a colonial project in the service of land alienation and dispossession.”285 And Patrick Wolfe characterizes it as “allotting the Indianness beneath the skin.”286 “Mixed‐bloodedness became the post‐frontier version of the vanishing Indian,” Wolfe adds.287 Describing “the doctrine of anticipated Indian extinction, Amy E. Den Ouden argues, “the policing of Native identities and the imposition of boundaries on those identities were tactics of rule that emerged out of struggles over reservation land in the eighteenth century. But this, too, was challenged by Native communities, and like the struggle for land rights, the struggle over identity continues today.”288 A contentious and polarizing debate about blood quantum and enrollment is occurring right now on the Blackfeet Reservation.289 A 1969 editorial in the Missoulian, which outlined the contemporary “Indian identity crisis” as manifest on the Flathead Reservation, exemplifies this threat of political extinction.290 In addition to identifying specific problems such as poverty, alcoholism, hunger, and prejudice, the editorial underscored a general ambivalence among tribal members about their collective sense of purpose and direction. Noting the legacy colonization, the editorial stated, “The turbulence of inner conflict which rocks Indians everywhere can be seen in the Indians of the Flathead Reservation.                                                         285 Kauanui, Hawaiian Blood, 10. See also Lawrence, Fractured Homeland. 286 Wolfe, “After the Frontier,” 32. 287 Wolfe, “Land, Labor, and Difference,” 887. Wolfe adds, “[M]ixed bloodedness has operated as a synonym for—or at least a conduit to—a wider cultural and political assimilation whose achievement would amount to a dissolution of Indianness, a process that Annette Jaimes has termed ‘statistical extermination’” (889). 288 Den Ouden begins, “The doctrine of anticipated ‘Indian extinction’ was thus introduced into colonial legal prescriptions regarding Natives’ rights to reservation land. And the monitoring of Native existence (and concomitantly the ‘adjusting’ of Native land rights) would come to require more than simply counting Indians.” Den Ouden, Beyond Conquest, 29. 289 See Associated Press, “Blackfeet tribe divided over enrollment proposal,” Billings Gazette (July 2, 2012); Hanah Redman, “Blackfeet – Fractioned Identity,” Native News Project, University of Montana School of Journalism (May 2013). 290 Editorial, “Indian Identity Crisis,” Missoulian (April 23, 1969). 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Their fathers were torn suddenly from their land and the ancestral way of life. Today’s Indians wish to cling to tradition and at the same time cope with the white man’s world.” The editorial subtly implied that Indians wanted to have their cake and eat it too. Their desire for independence, in other words, conflicted with their attachment to tradition. The editorial also suggested that the Flathead Indians were responsible for their situation; that the crisis was largely of their own making. Despite being a minority on their own reservation, the Indians had segregated themselves (to their own detriment) and had failed to take advantage of a relative abundance of natural resources. “Perhaps most frustrating about the Flathead Reservation Indians, and Indians elsewhere, is the failure to find an overall goal. Is the goal integration? Is it the gradual disappearance of tribal groups and, in the end, of reservations themselves?” The editorial concluded, “The American Indian gradually is approaching either extinction as a separate entity or a resurrection of identity, which could lead to unimagined new heights. The white can help with extinction by integrating the blood and abolishing the reservations. But if new heights are to be scaled, the Indian has to do most of the job himself.”291 These observations, particularly the forms of “help” the editorial put forward, seem unlikely to usher in “an era of peaceful co‐existence.”292 If liberalism endures as “a normative horizon,” as Elizabeth Povinelli suggests, political possibility and the capacity to imagine alternative political geographies appear threatened.293 “It is not only species that are becoming extinct but also the words, phrases, and gestures of 
                                                        291 Nearly twenty years before the Missoulian published its editorial, historian Richard Poston wrote similarly about blood quantum and the threat of political extinction. “[T]he newcomers have made America the world’s greatest country, but it has been done with the Indians’ land, without their consent. And it has left both whites and Indians with unsolved problems, which perhaps reflect a white virtue. For if the whites had no conscience they would have simply liquidated all Indians and there would be no problems. Americans today have a sense of moral honor that tells them the Indians have been wronged, yet that feeling is not strong enough for a restitution satisfactory to the Indians. In fact, the Indians are seldom consulted as to how these problems might be solved, and until this is done more often, the problems will be solved only when the blood is so thinned by intermarriage that no real Indians remain.” Richard Waverly Poston, Small Town Renaissance: A Story 
of the Montana Study (New York: Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1950), 166. 292 Coulthard, “Subjects of Empire,” 456.  293 Povinelli, The Empire of Love, 4; Bruyneel, The Third Space of Sovereignty, 221‐22. 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human solidarity.”294 Felix Guattari’s observation captures the profound yet hidden cost of maintaining the disjuncture between the vanishing Indian and glacier. 
                                                        294 Guattari, The Three Ecologies, 44. 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Figure 5.1 (Courtesy of the U.S. Geological Survey ‐ Northern Rocky Mountain Science Center) 
  266 
 
 
Figure 5.2 (Courtesy of the U.S. Geological Survey ‐ Northern Rocky Mountain Science Center) 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Figure 5.3 Vanishing Indian Repeat Photography Project Top: R. E. “Ted” Marble, “Five Blackfeet on horseback crossing stream at Two Medicine,” 1915 (Courtesy of the Glacier National Park Archives)  Bottom: Nicholas Brown, “Two Medicine,” 2011295                                                         295 Mimicking the U.S. Geological Survey’s Repeat Photography Project, which has documented retreating glaciers in Glacier National Park since 1997, my Vanishing Indian Repeat Photography 
Project (VIRPP) calls attention to the continuity of the vanishing logic by linking the region’s colonial past to its colonial present. Like the USGS project, the VIRPP begins in the archives, where historical photographs depicting Indians in and around Glacier National Park are identified and cataloged. Next, in consultation with park staff and tribal members, the precise locations of the historical photographs are determined. Finally, new photographs are shot from exactly the same locations. The present‐day photographs, then, are juxtaposed with the historical images in order to portray changes in the landscape. Indians are missing, of course, from the vast majority of these contemporary photographs. The Blackfeet warrior, for instance, dressed in full regalia and posing on horseback beside a placid lake in the historical photograph, has obviously moved on. Nevertheless, the glaring 
  268 
 
                                                        absence of Indians in the repeat photographs speaks, ironically, to an enduring and evolving presence. The project, in other words, testifies to indigenous survivance, which Gerald Vizenor defines as a combination of survival and endurance. In addition, the project explores how photography and repeat photography establish and maintain baselines of authenticity. And it reveals the historical contingency of these baselines and temporal horizons, which are embedded in and legitimated through the practice of repeat photography. 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CHAPTER 6 
Commemorating Events and Confronting Structures   The west, traditionally cheerful and carefree, dodges self‐analysis like a plague.1   — Joseph Kinsey Howard, 1943   Montanans often speak of being proud of their heritage. Perhaps no state in the West produces so many historical pageants, is more eager in support of historical societies, or is more given to celebrations and the erection of monuments in commemoration of some past event. Yet strangely enough such commemoration is almost always a commemoration of myth and not of fact. Because the truth is that the average Montanan, even if he is perceptive and well read, knows very little about his real heritage. He has, rather, created one for himself.2   — Kenneth Ross Toole, 1959   There is, of course, no easy solution to the Indian problem; but so long as the Montanan fails to come to terms with the Indian, despised and outcast in his open‐air ghettos, just so long will he be incapable of coming to terms with his own real past, of making the adjustment between myth and reality upon which a successful culture depends. When he admits that the Noble Savage is a lie; when he has learned that his state is where the myth comes to die (it is here, one is reminded, that the original of Huck Finn ended his days, a respected citizen), the Montanan may find the possibilities of tragedy and poetry for which so far he has searched his life in vain.3   — Leslie Fiedler, 1949   May 11, 2010. The date had been marked on my calendar for months. I timed my departure so that I would arrive early that morning. Three days to cover roughly fifteen hundred miles seemed reasonable. Although I knew where I was going I was still unsure about my precise route. I glanced at the map one last time before setting out from Iowa City. I would have left earlier but nothing had been planned for May 2.  Glacier National Park was turning one hundred years old and I wanted to be there for its birthday party. The park is big, just over one million acres. I was headed to its most accessible corner—to the administrative headquarters, located on the                                                         1 Joseph Kinsey Howard, Montana: High, Wide, and Handsome (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2003 [1943]), 2. 2 Toole, Montana, 243. 3 Leslie A. Fiedler, A New Fiedler Reader (Amherst, NY: Prometheus Books, 1999), 23. 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bank of the Middle Fork of the Flathead River near the village of West Glacier. Twenty‐five years prior, people gathered in exactly the same place to commemorate the park’s seventy‐fifth anniversary, and twenty‐five years before that they gathered there to celebrate the park’s fiftieth anniversary. Despite the build up, the rededication ceremony itself was not particularly memorable. Steve Doherty, senior adviser to Interior Secretary Ken Salazar, stole the show when he confessed, only half‐jokingly: “I have been coming to Glacier ever since my parents came here on their honeymoon.”4 After the ceremony wrapped up I tucked an official Centennial medallion in my pocket and ate some cake while contemplating my next move. To be honest, I wasn’t quite sure where to go. Was the centennial over already? If so, it felt pretty anticlimactic. I decided not to check out the “special stamp cancellation” at the West Glacier Post Office, opting instead to drive west into the Flathead Valley. Leaving the park, I reflected on what I had just witnessed. I offer this anecdote as a means of calling attention to the space of commemoration—as a way of asking where the production and reproduction of history is located in space.5 This may seem like a straightforward question, one that is easily taken for granted. I certainly didn’t think twice about where I was headed                                                         4 Other dignitaries in attendance included Lieutenant Governor John Bohlinger, Confederated Salish & Kootenai Tribal Council Secretary Steve Lozar, Blackfeet Tribal Chairman Willie Sharp, Jr., Acting National Park Service (NPS) Intermountain Regional Director Mary Gibson Scott, and Ranger Bill Schustrom. 5 The field of commemoration studies has grown rapidly in the past decade and the literature is now vast. For important examples, see Erika Doss, Memorial Mania: Public Feeling in America (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2010); Karen E. Till, The New Berlin: Memory, Politics, Place (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2005); Andreas Huyssen, Present Pasts: Urban 
Palimpsests and the Politics of Memory (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2003); Kenneth E. Foote, Shadowed Ground: America’s Landscapes of Violence and Tragedy (Austin: University of Texas Press, 2003); Edward T. Linenthal, Preserving Memory: The Struggle to Create America’s Holocaust 
Museum (New York: Columbia University Press, 2001); Joachim Wolschke‐Bulmahn (ed), Places of 
Commemoration: Search for Identity and Landscape Design (Washington DC: Dumbarton Oaks, 2001); Andreas Huyssen, Twilight Memories: Marking Time in a Culture of Amnesia (New York: Routledge, 1995); Paul Connerton, How Societies Remember (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1989). For more on commemoration in colonial contexts see Keith L. Camacho, Cultures of Commemoration: The 
Politics of War, Memory, and History in the Mariana Islands (Honolulu: University of Hawai'i Press, 2011); Chris Healy, Forgetting Aborigines (Sydney, NSW: University of New South Wales Press, 2008); Michael A. Elliott, Custerology: The Enduring Legacy of the Indian Wars and George Armstrong 
Custer (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2007); Chris Healy, From the Ruins of Colonialism: 
History as Social Memory (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1997). 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on the morning of May eleventh. It was only after the ceremony had ended that I began to think more critically about the location of the centennial. Ultimately this question led me to a more perplexing one, which has to do with how history is bounded or contained in space. This chapter situates Glacier National Park’s 2010 centennial in relation to another, lesser‐known centennial. May 2, 2010 marked the one hundredth anniversary of the implementation of the General Allotment Act and the Enlarged Homestead Act on the Flathead Reservation, which opened it to white settlement. Within a decade the vast majority of reservation land was owned and occupied by non‐Indians. May 11, 2010 marked the centennial of President Taft’s signing of the bill that established Glacier National Park as the country’s tenth park. Nine days and about fifty miles is all that separates the Flathead Reservation from Glacier National Park. Yet, like the vanishing Indian and vanishing glacier, these two centennials unfolded largely in isolation from one another. Despite their physical proximity, in other words, they occupied different, tightly bounded spaces. Including both centennials in the same story does more than simply allow us to appreciate the irony of white settlers agitating for federal intervention to open the reservation while simultaneously protesting the federal takeover of land that would become the park. It enables us to think differently about justice and in turn to imagine a broader spectrum of possible futures. “History,” Wendy Brown writes, “becomes less what we dwell in, are propelled by, or are determined by than what we fight over, fight for, and aspire to honor in our practices of justice.”6 Whereas the question of what we fight over and for is often taken as self‐evident, the question of how the politics of commemoration is linked to different practices of justice can be more difficult to discern. Positioning these anniversaries in relation to one another is a way of insuring that justice remains in the foreground on our map of the Alberta/Montana borderlands. This chapter is organized into six sections. The first two sections focus on the Glacier centennial and the Flathead centennial respectively. In addition to                                                         6 Brown, Politics Out of History, 155. 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considering how and why the two centennials were marked independently of one another, both sections also examine the place of justice in the commemorations. The third and fourth sections examine the history of commemoration at Glacier National Park and the Flathead Reservation. The fifth section revisits the Montana Study (1944‐47), particularly Bert Hansen’s historical pageants. The sixth section considers Johnny Arlee’s 2002 pageant, “The Salish and Pend d’Oreille People Meet the Lewis and Clark Expedition,” in relation to Hansen’s pageants. Arlee’s pageant establishes an important precedent for a fundamentally different kind of commemoration. My primary arguments in this chapter engage two specific bodies of theory. Utilizing Patrick Wolfe’s theories on settler colonialism, particularly his differentiation between structure and event, I argue that Glacier’s centennial is best understood as the commemoration of an event, whereas the Flathead centennial is best understood as the commemoration of a structure. Bruno Latour’s notion of simultaneous presence and Jean‐Luc Nancy’s theory of compassion and “violent relatedness” is used to bolster my argument for the cultivation of porous spatial and temporal boundaries.7 These arguments build on those made in the previous two chapters. The vanishing conjunction, for instance, helps us to see colonialism as a structure in the present rather than an event from the past. If the logic of settler colonialism structurally links the vanishing Indian and the vanishing glacier, it also connects the two centennials. Likewise, if the vanishing conjunction explored in the last two chapters demonstrates the value of historicizing space, the commemorating conjunction examined in this chapter demonstrates the value of spatializing history. Together, the three chapters shed light on the means by which history is bounded in space and space is bounded in history. In a short and provocative essay, “Politics of time, politics of space,” Bruno Latour argues that “space has replaced time as the great ordering principle.” Eclipsing “revolutionary time, the great Simplificator,” space is characterized as “cohabitation time, the great Complicator.” Latour concludes with what can be read                                                         7 Nancy, Being Singular Plural. 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as both a statement and a question: “No one seems prepared to ask: What should now be simultaneously present?”8 This notion of simultaneous presence is key to unlocking the disjuncture separating the two centennials. Latour’s question about simultaneity is intimately related to the earlier question about how history is bounded or contained in space. His statement, on the other hand, focuses our attention on preparedness. We must consider not only what should be simultaneously present but also how we can and why we must prepare ourselves to ask that question. In addition, how can we prepare ourselves to more actively intervene in the social processes through which space and time are bounded? The colonial present is my point of departure in both chapters. Accordingly, I employ a genealogical approach, which “reorients the relationship of history to political possibility.”9 Such an approach requires that commemorative practices be situated squarely within the context of settler colonialism. This not only helps us to interpret the disjuncture separating the two centennials but also prepares us to construct a more complex and ambiguous field of simultaneous presence and to act within the broader spectrum of political possibility opened up by that field.   
Glacier National Park’s Centennial  My fears on the morning of the rededication were unfounded. It turns out Glacier National Park’s centennial was just getting started on May 11th. In Washington D.C., Senate Resolution 520 passed by Unanimous Consent on May 10, 2010. Introduced by Max Baucus, Montana’s senior U.S. Senator, the resolution declared: “Now, therefore, be it Resolved, That the people of the United States should observe and celebrate the 100th anniversary of the establishment of Glacier National Park in Montana on May 11, 2010.” The resolution, however, might well have declared the entire summer a time for observation and celebration. Although more than seven hundred people turned out for the rededication ceremony in early May, the vast majority of the park’s record‐setting 2.2 million visitors came during the traditional                                                         8 Bruno Latour, “Politics of time, politics of space,” Domus 876 (December 2004). 9 Brown, Politics Out of History, 103. 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tourist season in July and August. The celebration, therefore, picked up steam throughout the summer, spilling out far beyond the park’s boundaries. The centennial was the subject of major exhibitions and conferences in Kalispell, Helena, and Missoula, and even a weekend‐long “Glacier Fest” in St. Paul, Minnesota—former home of James J. Hill, known affectionately as “The Empire Builder,” and his Great Northern Railway, which transformed the young park into a major tourist destination at the turn of the twentieth century. The centennial actually began the previous summer with “Picnic in the Park,” the official Centennial kick‐off event at Lake McDonald Lodge and Glacier Park Lodge. The picnic on August 23, 2009 attracted over six hundred people, some of whom danced with rangers dressed in mountain goat costumes. The Centennial calendar was unveiled that afternoon, providing the public with its first glimpse of the centennial’s broad scope. It listed sixty events between March 4 and October 30, and indicated that an even longer list of activities could be found online. Perhaps the most telling statistic arrived in my inbox in late September as the celebration drew to a close. In the last of a series of electronic newsletters chronicling Glacier’s one‐hundredth anniversary, Centennial Coordinator Kassandra Hardy broke down the centennial “by the numbers.”10 According to the official tally, the centennial encompassed: 7 legacy projects; 12 art exhibits; 14 official pieces of art; 42 commemorative events; 71 green businesses; 79 educational programs; 93 centennial volunteers; 117 published authors; 187 merchandise products; and 1230 volunteer hours. As these numbers suggest, Glacier’s centennial was a big deal.  Not surprisingly, planning for the centennial began years in advance. On the opening page of Glacier’s 1999 General Management Plan, Superintendent David Mihalic declared, “In ten short years Glacier will begin to celebrate its centennial. We are fortunate that almost a hundred years of national park management has enabled public use of this great park to enrich the lives of so many while little changing the park.”11 Glacier National Park’s Comprehensive Interpretive Plan,                                                         10 Kassandra Hardy, “Glacier Centennial Activities (Sep 25‐Oct 12, 2010),” Electronic newsletter, September 22, 2010. 11 Glacier National Park, General Management Plan, 1. 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released in 2006, took a more pragmatic approach to the centennial. Like the Management Plan, the anniversary was highlighted on the opening page of the Interpretive Plan: “The year 2010 marks the centennial of Glacier National Park. Commemoration of that event and celebration of the park's continuing contributions to America's natural and cultural legacy will attract significant public attention.”12 Providing a vision for how interpretation could shape the experience of visitors over the coming decade, the plan recommended specific “interpretive activities” and “visitor experience opportunities” that would ready the park for a “milestone commemoration.” A “media action plan” was suggested to insure effective telling of “park stories.” The Interpretive Plan also called attention to the unique opportunities afforded by major anniversaries to further develop park infrastructure. “Park staff needs to begin preparing now for this important event,” the report stated. “NPS areas historically find an opportunity to upgrade services and their ability to protect their resources at such landmark events.”13 Based on these recommendations, strategic planning for the centennial began in earnest and soon became a major focus of park administrators. The 2007 Superintendent’s Annual Report, for instance, noted the formation of the Glacier Centennial Executive Committee, the initiation of community‐based planning, and the development of a position description for a Centennial Coordinator.14 By the following year, six additional program committees had formed,15 and the park had developed a Centennial Green Business Program, consistent with its status as a “Climate Friendly Park.” A concise Centennial mission also emerged in 2008: “Celebrate, Inspire, Engage.”16 This mission was flushed out in the official “Calendar of Centennial Activities,” which stated: “Our mission is to celebrate the rich history of preservation, inspire personal connections and partnerships through the commemoration, and engage future park stewards.” Attaching temporal coordinates 
                                                        12 Glacier National Park, Comprehensive Interpretive Plan, 1. 13 Ibid, 16. 14 Glacier National Park, “Superintendent’s Annual Report – FY 2007,” 69. 15 The new program committees included Steering, PR/Marketing, Retail, Fundraising/Finance, Events, and Programs. 16 Glacier National Park, “Superintendent’s Annual Report – FY 2008,” 62. 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to the mission, the new Centennial Coordinator suggested: “It’s kind of past, present, future.”17  A key component of Glacier’s community‐based planning process was a series of listening sessions held between August and October 2008. By engaging the public directly, facilitators of the sessions sought ideas for centennial events, programs and legacy projects while also cultivating new relationships and broadening the park’s base of stakeholders. “There are so many individuals that deeply care for Glacier National Park,” said Park Superintendent Chas Cartwright. “Our hope is that these listening sessions will provide a way for many to take an active role and help lay the groundwork for this monumental celebration.”18 Supplementing these sessions, the park also conducted thirty‐seven presentations to local Chambers of Commerce, Convention of Visitor Bureaus, Rotary Clubs, Hospitality Clubs, and other groups. The initial round of five listening sessions took place within the park, whereas the three sessions of the second round were held outside the park.19 All eight sessions were structured around a series of questions, which reflected the Centennial’s mission to celebrate, inspire, and engage. Participants were asked to respond to the following: What do you love about Glacier?; What inspires you about the centennial?; What events would you like to see in 2010?; What programs would you like to see in 2010?; What projects do you think Glacier should work on as a part of the centennial?20  Answers to these questions ran the gamut from serious to silly and from predictable to surprising. According to the data collected, people love Glacier for its quietness, serenity, good fishing, wildlife, scenery, flowers, Going‐to‐the‐Sun Road, and rich history. Others commented on the “spicy smell of the air,” “intact                                                         17 Michael Jamison, “Glacier Already Preparing for its Big 2010 Party,” Missoulian (September 3, 2008). 18 Kassandra Hardy, “Laying the Groundwork: Glacier Centennial program continues listening sessions,” Glacier National Park Press Release (September 29, 2008). 19 The first round of listening sessions was held at West Glacier Community Building (August 19), Many Glacier Hotel (August 21), St. Mary Visitor Center (August 21), Glacier Park Lodge (August 22), and the Polebridge Fire House (August 26). The second round of sessions was held at Flathead Valley Community College (October 8), University of Montana at Missoula (October 20), and Blackfeet Community College (October 23). 20 Glacier National Park, “Centennial 2010 Comments,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.nps.gov/glac/parknews/upload/Centennial%20Comments_10312008.pdf. 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carnivores,” “friendly rangers,” and “marmots who chirp.” One person asked rhetorically, “What isn’t to celebrate?” Another simply declared, “Long live glacier!”21 In terms of centennial events, suggestions ranged from a staff reunion, symphony concert, photo contest, international Peace Park event, bike rally, family fishing trips, and fireworks, to a “day of slowness”, “Glacier Olympics,” a “yesteryear parade,” and a “special tribute to the locals who love it long after the tourists have left.” Without further explanation, one respondent recommended, “Mongolians come for the 100th [anniversary].” Closely related to the question about events, suggestions for new programs included campfire talks, geocaching, living history and Night Sky programs, an increased backcountry ranger presence, youth hikes, and a revitalized Jr. Ranger program for kids. Others called for a “Glacier ghost stories” program, a “climate change conference with Al Gore and Leo DiCaprio,” and a “Next 100 Years panel discussion.” One respondent proposed, somewhat cryptically, the development of a “History of the Circle of structures that represent the park—Native Americans, railroads, miners, border, etc.” The fourth question about future park projects elicited the most responses. Participants called for the rehabilitation of Going‐to‐the‐Sun Road, an expanded shuttle system, beautification of park entrances, the restoration of Heaven’s Peak Lookout, composting toilets, and construction of a West Side Visitor Center. Others advocated wilderness designation for the park and encouraged it to find new ways of offsetting its carbon emissions. The information gathered at the listening sessions is a telling indicator not only of what we value about commemoration but also what we believe it possible to do through commemoration. There is, in other words, an implicit recognition of the productive capacity of commemoration. The disproportionate response to the fourth question about the development of park infrastructure can be read as an explicit, albeit limited, recognition of these unique capacities. “What we have here is a learning moment,” said Kassandra Hardy, “and we're trying to capitalize on that. We have glaciers that are receding, and infrastructure that is deteriorating, and more visitors all the time. This is tangible stuff. People can touch it, they can see it                                                         21 Ibid. 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with their own eyes.”22 The centennial provided impetus, according to Michael Jamison, “to begin doing things differently, both within Glacier's bureaucracy and as part of the educational outreach to its visitors.”23 This spectrum of difference, however, was limited as much by Glacier’s framing of the questions as by the respondents’ collective imagination. In other words, questions such as “What do you love about Glacier?” and “What inspires you about the centennial?” oriented feedback around a relatively narrow set of management priorities and preemptively foreclosed the productive potential of the commemoration.  Missing from the hundreds of suggestions collected at the listening sessions was any mention of justice. This in itself is not surprising. Rather, it is consistent with Frederick Hoxie’s observation that “[c]ommemorations have not been a time for ambiguity or difficult questions.”24 Instead, Hoxie argues, they tend to “exude a positive and nonreflective spin” and to “avoid complexity.”25 Despite the lack of justice talk, the listening sessions did reveal a desire for more Native American events and programs. Specific suggestions included: “Special food events sharing local foods from the tribes, peace park, etc.,” “Native American games and music,” “2010 parade in the park with Native Americans,” “Native American walk to sacred dancing grounds,” “longer ‘Native American Speaks’ programs,” “Teepees and dancers at Glacier Park Lodge daily for authentic, historical experience,” “Complete Blackfeet encampment at St. Mary Visitor Center,” “Multi‐lingual (native and English) signage in the park,” and a “Map with traditional [Native American] names of peaks.”26 Given the contentious nature of the park’s historic and present‐day relationship with the neighboring Blackfeet and Flathead Nations, it is difficult, if not impossible, for it to adequately respond to the call for additional programming without addressing questions about justice. 
                                                        22 Michael Jamison, “Glacier park: The next century – Paradise in peril,” Missoulian (September 3, 2008). 23 Ibid. 24 Frederick E. Hoxie and Jay T. Nelson (eds), Lewis and Clark and the Indian Country (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2007), 3. 25 Ibid, 4. 26 Glacier National Park, “Centennial 2010 Comments.” 
  279 
Perhaps it’s no coincidence, therefore, that the only overt reference to justice that I encountered during the entire centennial celebration came from the mouth of Tony Incashola, Director of the Salish‐Pend d'Oreille Culture Committee, at the dedication ceremony for a new exhibition at St. Mary Visitor Center. According to a press release issued by the park on July 16, 2010, the exhibition, “At Home in This Place,” features tribal perspectives on the landscape known today as Glacier National Park.27 Ironically, Incashola wasn’t actually present at the dedication. Instead, Thompson Smith, a non‐Native geographer working for the Culture Committee, read Incashola’s prepared remarks, which reflected on his people’s enduring relationship to Glacier:    This is a refuge for the plants and animals, a small, relatively pristine corner of the world where we can still find quiet and solitude. So it is therefore also a place of refuge for those cultures that depend upon these things. For these reasons, the Salish and Pend d'Oreille are glad that this place was given protection a century ago. […] This exhibit represents a small measure of hope. We hope it can help raise awareness of the urgent need to change, to regain the kind of environmental stewardship that Indian people exerted here for millennia. We are seeing the tribes and the park and many other partners come together more and more to learn from the past in order to create a more just and sustainable future.28  Since Incashola was not at the dedication, those listening to his words were left to grapple with their possible meanings and also to ponder the implications of his decision to inject justice into the centennial equation. Contrasting Incashola’s words with a similar statement from the documentary film, “Before There Were Parks: Yellowstone And Glacier Through Native Eyes,” which first aired on Montana Public Television on October 4, 2009, provides additional clues as to their possible meanings. Featuring “modern indigenous perspectives,” the film profiles “recent efforts by the National Park Service and native peoples to bring these disparate visions into greater harmony.” According to a promotional website, the film “carefully navigates the cultural divide                                                         27 Vanderbilt, “New Exhibits Tell Native American Story of Glacier National Park.” 28 Ibid. 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that separates our times from this not‐so‐distant past, as it introduces the idea of how America's National Parks remain one its last and best ties to its ancient and immense indigenous past.”29 Near the end of the film, the narrator, N. Scott Momaday, speaks over an image of elders teaching indigenous place‐names to a small group of Eastern Shoshone youth from Ft. Washakie, Wyoming, who were visiting Yellowstone National Park as part of its Cultural Exchange Program.   We are all part of an ongoing story, one that is interwoven with complex relationships and interactions. As we look toward the future, and seek a new inclusive chapter, we must remember our ancient connections and newfound understandings to achieve balance in this our moment of history. 
  At first glance, the difference between Incashola’s use of the words “justice” and “sustainability” and Momaday’s use of the words “inclusive” and “balance” may appear slight. However, within the context of settler colonialism and liberal multiculturalism, I would argue that these semantic subtleties reveal a great deal about the not‐so‐subtle distinction between the incorporation of social difference 
with social consequence versus the incorporation of difference without consequence.30 To speak of justice, in particular, demands consequence. Incashola’s choice of words stands as a challenge to the park to re‐imagine the productive capacity of commemoration as it moves forward into its second century. Numerous milestones in the years preceding Glacier National Park’s 2010 centennial have enabled the park to slowly refine its interpretive strategy and commemorative practices. In turn, lessons learned in 2010 and before will undoubtedly influence Glacier as it looks forward to the National Park Service’s centennial in 2016. In fact, it is difficult to separate Glacier’s “time of anniversary” from that of the National Park Service. Shortly after its launch on August 25, 2006—the 90th anniversary of the National Park Service—the National Park Centennial Initiative released a major report, “The Future of America’s National Parks.” Among other things, the report challenged every park in the system to articulate its needs                                                         29 “Before There Were Parks: Yellowstone And Glacier Through Native Eyes,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.montanapbs.org/BeforeThereWereParks/. 30 Povinelli, The Cunning of Recognition, 16. 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and desires in relation to the Centennial Initiative’s five broad goals of stewardship, environmental leadership, recreational experience, education, and professional excellence. In response, Glacier National Park submitted its “First Annual Centennial Strategy” in August 2007. In a section describing how it planned to “inspire an environmental conscience in Americans,” park administrators also noted the potential synergy of the two centennials: “Glacier National Park’s 2010 centennial presents an opportunity for the National Park Service and park partners to transform the celebration of one national park into a celebration of a system of national parks.”31 This transformation from park to system was given a boost by Ken Burns’s six‐part documentary film, “The National Parks: America’s Best Idea,” which was released in 2009, just prior to Glacier’s centennial. Featuring Glacier National Park among other crown jewels, the film series was commissioned by the National Park Service to bolster tourism in advance of its 2016 centennial.  Given Glacier’s prominence within the park system, its approach to commemoration serves as a model not only for the National Park Service but for other parks as well, many of which will be celebrating centennials in the coming decade. Speaking on behalf of the Glacier Centennial Committee, which received the “Partnership of the Year” award from Montana Governor Brian Schweitzer at the annual Governor's Conference on Tourism and Recreation in late March, 2011, Superintendent Chas Cartwright proudly declared: “Our centennial commemoration exemplified the mission of the National Park Service in a meaningful and inspiring manner—in fact, many other national parks are replicating the anniversary model that our centennial partners were instrumental in creating and implementing.”32 Cartwright’s observation highlights what is at stake in considering the potential of commemoration. The effects of decisions made by the Centennial Committee clearly resonate beyond the park’s boundaries. Therefore, Glacier National Park, as a standard‐bearer, has a responsibility to think seriously about the function of                                                         31 National Park Service Centennial Initiative, “First Annual Centennial Strategy for Glacier National Park” (August 2007), 6. 32 Ellen Blickhan, “Governor Brian Schweitzer Awards Glacier National Park Centennial Committee with Partnership of the Year,” Glacier National Park Press Release (April 18, 2011), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.nps.gov/glac/parknews/news11‐14.htm. 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commemoration not only in relation to the mission of the National Park Service but also in the context of justice and sustainability. Having the Park Service’s centennial come so close on the heels of its own centennial reinforced the forward‐looking orientation adopted by Glacier. Pervading both the planning process and the actual celebration, this posture was emphasized, for example, in the official “Calendar of Centennial Activities.” The brochure featured a short statement by the park’s museum curator Deirdre Shaw: “2010, the park’s one hundredth year, provides us with a rare opportunity to acknowledge and examine this century‐long transformation of the park from what it was to what it is and, most importantly, to contemplate the nature of its future.”33 Echoing Shaw, Centennial Coordinator Kass Hardy said, “What we really want is to use the centennial to create programs that last well into the future. We don't want a crazy sugar buzz up to 2010 that's just going to crash in 2011. We need to keep our eyes on the long‐term future here.”34 With the goal of engaging “future stewards” in mind, Hardy added, “Our strategy is trying to make sure this is a sustainable program rather than a one‐time birthday bash.”35 Despite being embedded in an extended “time of anniversary” and adopting a forward‐looking orientation, Glacier’s centennial remained tethered to the year 1910. This strong temporal anchor not only limited the historical imagination but also restricted the sense of political possibility in the present moment. By regulating the flow of history and memory, in other words, the emphasis on 1910 unnecessarily reduced the complexity—or the degree of simultaneity—of the present. The geographical imaginary embraced by the Centennial Executive Committee, for example, located Glacier National Park closer to St. Paul, Minnesota than to the Flathead Reservation. Likewise, the temporal imaginary that emerged situated 1910 in closer proximity to 2010 than to the years immediately surrounding it. This narrow framing contributed to the transformation of Glacier’s                                                         33 Deirdre Shaw, “Recognizing 100 Years of Natural and Cultural Preservation,” Glacier National Park: Calendar of Centennial Activities, brochure (2010). 34 Jamison, “Glacier park: The next century – Paradise in peril.” 35 Dan Elliott, “Book, exhibit highlight human stories in Glacier Park centennial,” Missoulian (December 26, 2009). 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centennial into the commemoration of an event. In contrast, an expanded frame—intimated by Glacier’s former Superintendent David Mihalic in a guest column published by the Missoulian on February 17, 2010—situates that event within a broader structure. In calling for stronger joint management of Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park and, in particular, arguing for a mining ban in British Columbia’s Flathead Valley, Mihalic reminded readers of the lengthy and contentious political debate that preceded Glacier’s establishment. “This year marks the centennial of Glacier National Park. We would have celebrated it in 2008 if Glacier’s first national park proposal to Congress had passed, but oil exploration above Kintla Lake – in the North Fork, had more support. When that failed a national park seemed the better choice in 1910.”36 Although Glacier National Park invited outside participation in its centennial—both during the planning stages and the actual commemoration—the park nevertheless maintained a flexible boundary around the celebration, which it was careful not to exceed, even when traveling to far‐off places like Minnesota. Despite the sprawling nature of Glacier’s centennial, only one official event was held in Lake County, which encompasses most of the Flathead Reservation. The anachronistic Miracle of America Museum, perched conspicuously on a ridge above the town of Polson on Memory Lane, hosted an event featuring vintage park vehicles and a collection of historic souvenirs. (Figure 6.1) The highlight was a lecture by retired English professor Dale Harvey, entitled “A View Inside Glacier National Park: 100 Years, 100 Stories, 100 Entrepreneurs, 100 GNP Souvenirs.” A flyer advertising the event described Harvey’s lecture in the following terms: “Enchanting. Alluring. Majestic. Glacier National Park. Whatever adjectives you use is OK and it could even be profitable. For decades, entrepreneurs have used the draw of Glacier National Park to benefit their existing company or start a business.” If Glacier’s centennial occupied a distinct space—or, more accurately, if it produced a distinct space—then the boundary separating the park’s commemorative space from the reservation was momentarily breached by the flyer hanging in the entry to the Miracle of America                                                         36 David Mihalic, “Peace park needs a plan: Mining ban north of Glacier a good first step toward active management of these lands,” Missoulian (February 17, 2010). 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Museum. The flyer identified one of many structural links between the park and reservation—connections that had otherwise gone unspoken. Just as creating a national park could be profitable for local businesses, opening an Indian reservation to white settlers could also be quite lucrative. Commemorating the birth of a park can turn a profit, as demonstrated by Glacier’s centennial. Despite its laudable goal of cultivating future park stewards, the success of the Glacier centennial was ultimately measured in largely economic terms by the local press.  
The Flathead Reservation’s Centennial  As I drove into the Flathead Valley on the afternoon of May eleventh I wondered aloud if the dual commemorations were just a coincidence. Had anyone else noticed that Glacier National Park was not alone in marking its centennial that spring? Were others curious about possible connections between the two anniversaries? Prior to my arrival in Montana, I had encountered just one mention of the Glacier and Flathead centennials in the same story. And, then, it was simply because the year 1910 linked the two events. On January 3, 2010, Kim Briggeman reported on the spate of centennials that would be celebrated in Montana over the coming year. In addition to the Glacier and Flathead centennials, her list included the “Great Fires” in Idaho and Montana, the opening of the Missoula County Courthouse, and the debut of Missoula’s electric streetcar system.37 Stories about Glacier’s centennial dominated local headlines in 2010. By comparison, the Flathead centennial received only scant attention. The Missoulian, for instance, published over three‐dozen stories about Glacier but only four about the Flathead Reservation. Ironically, the inverse was true in 1910 when local newspapers largely ignored Glacier’s birth. In a story published the day before Glacier’s centennial, Michael Jamison called attention to local indifference to the new park.                                                          37 Incidentally, Glacier’s 100th anniversary also coincided with other notable centennials. The Boy Scouts of America, the recreational vehicle (RV), and Theodore Roosevelt’s famous “New Nationalism” speech in Osawatomie, Kansas, all turned one hundred years old in 2010. 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 The news was filled with the death of England’s King Edward VII, and with the search for gold on the Flathead Indian Reservation. Homestead filings were attention‐grabbers, as was the arrival of Halley’s Comet. A century ago, no one noticed. The Kalispell newspaper apparently couldn’t even be bothered with writing a story about the park’s birthday until someone asked, and then it only merited those two sentences. Today, people here are very possessive about their park. Outsiders may have established it, but locals have taken ownership in powerful ways.38   I am told that the second of May was a typical day on the Flathead Reservation. I wasn’t there because nothing had been planned. Nevertheless, employees of the CSKT Tribal Land Acquisition Program quietly went about their business that day, as they had for the previous fifty‐eight years. The Tribal Natural Resources Department was busy making final preparations for its annual River Honoring event, scheduled to begin the following Monday evening. Julie Cajune, Director of the Center for American Indian Policy and Applied Research (CAIPAR) and the HeartLines Project at Salish Kootenai College, continued assembling “traveling trunks” full of historical documents and lesson plans about the legacy of allotment and homesteading for use by K‐12 educators throughout Montana. Members of the CSKT Victim Assistance Program were putting the finishing touches on a display about violence against women and children for its annual Clothesline Project event. And the staff at the Tribal Education Department was drawing up initial plans for an autumn teachers’ in‐service program that would focus on the impacts of homesteading on the education of native students on the reservation.  In the weeks leading up to Glacier’s centennial, headlines in Char­Koosta 
News, the official newspaper of the Flathead Indian Reservation, focused on the ongoing water compact negotiations, progress on a new veterans’ memorial, a semi‐annual pilgrimage to the sacred Medicine Tree in the Bitterroot Valley, the 34th Annual National Indian Timber Symposium, recent vandalism at the Nkwusm Salish Language Immersion School, the release of the “Gray Wolf Management Plan for the Flathead Indian Reservation,” the continuing desecration of sacred land due to rock                                                         38 Michael Jamison, “Glacier celebrates centennial on Tuesday,” Missoulian (May 10, 2010). 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mining near Chief Cliff, and the death of Wilma Mankiller, the former Principal Chief of the Cherokee Nation in Oklahoma. Aside from a brief mention of the upcoming centennial event at the Miracle of American Museum in the April 22nd edition of 
Char­Koosta News, there were no stories about Glacier’s milestone commemoration. Similarly, no stories about the Flathead Reservation’s own centennial appeared in the paper. The absence of stories, let alone any sort of commemoration, was telling. Arguably, it spoke just as loud as the strong commemorative presence up the road in Glacier Park. Moreover, the specter of westward expansion, manifest destiny and the General Allotment Act of 1887—called forth by the May 2nd anniversary—cast a long shadow over the celebration of Glacier’s centennial. To say that nothing had been planned for the second of May is a little misleading since something in fact had been planned. But the plans were canceled. Specifically, plans for a series of events commemorating the centennial of the reservation’s opening to white settlers, including a collaborative exhibition at the Polson‐Flathead Historical Museum, fell apart abruptly in early March 2010. Reversing an earlier decision, the CSKT Tribal Council voted to pull support for the project citing increasing dissent from citizens of the Flathead Nation. As a result, the Flathead centennial bifurcated. A settler commemoration and an indigenous non‐commemoration emerged in place of the joint effort. That 1910 was a year of unusual significance was never disputed. The opening of the Flathead Reservation that year—a direct violation of Article II of the 1855 Hell Gate Treaty, which created the reservation and guaranteed its exclusive use in perpetuity—dramatically transformed the landscape.39 Non‐Indians quickly outnumbered Indians on the reservation. The opening entailed both the redistribution of land and water on the 1.24 million acre reservation.40 The land was transferred through the sale of surplus lands and also through the alienation of allotments. Ultimately, 485,171 acres were transferred into white ownership via the                                                         39 For a comprehensive account of allotment on the Flathead Reservation see Burton M. Smith, The 
Politics of Allotment on the Flathead Indian Reservation (Pablo, MT: Salish Kootenai College Press, 1995); Ronald L. Trosper, “The Economic Impact of the Allotment Policy on the Flathead Indian Reservation” (PhD diss., Harvard University, August 1974); Salish–Pend d’Oreille Culture Committee, “A Brief History of the Salish and Pend d’Oreille Tribes” (St. Ignatius, MT: 2003). 40 Trosper, “The Economic Impact of the Allotment Policy on the Flathead Indian Reservation,” 32. 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sale of surplus lands,41 and an additional 126,000 acres were transferred into white ownership via alienation.42 The conflict in 2010, therefore, revolved around the question of whether the events of 1910 could be understood apart from the broader historical context out of which they emerged. The settler commemoration treated the opening of the reservation as a discrete event—one to be celebrated. In contrast, the indigenous non‐commemoration insisted that the opening be situated in relation to other events. In other words, it marked a refusal to disembed the events of 1910 from the broader structure of settler colonialism. As such, the events of 1910 were inseparable from earlier events like the signing of the Hell Gate Treaty on July 16, 1855; passage of the Dawes Act on February 8, 1887; removal of the Salish from the Bitterroot Valley on October 15, 1891; and passage of the Flathead Allotment Act on April 23, 1904. The non‐commemoration demanded that implementation of the General Allotment Act—Roosevelt’s “mighty pulverizing engine”—be seen for what it was: the latest tactic and most advanced front in an ongoing invasion. Kim Briggeman’s story about Montana’s summer of centennials included a brief description of the nascent collaboration between the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, the Polson‐Flathead Historical Museum, and local businesses, which was to culminate in a six‐month commemoration, scheduled to begin on the spring equinox. By “telling stories from both the tribal and homesteader perspectives,” Briggeman reported, organizers hoped to “interpret and make sense of 1910, at such events as Polson’s Main Street Cherry Festival in July.”43 An article by Vince Devlin, published the previous summer, focused on the challenges of planning a commemoration for an event that evoked bittersweet memories. “[T]here are obviously mixed feelings about it,” acknowledged Lois Hart, president of the Polson‐Flathead Historical Museum and primary organizer of the Flathead centennial. Referring to the planned events as a commemoration rather than a celebration, Hart sought support and participation from the CSKT Tribal Council in                                                         41 Ibid, 43. 42 Ibid, 42. 43 Kim Briggeman, “From parks to wildfires, centennials abound in western Montana in 2010,” 
Missoulian (January 3, 2010). 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2008. “[W]e would do nothing unless they wanted to be a full partner,” she said.44 Initially, the tribal council agreed and assigned one of its educators to assist Hart in planning the events. Together, they issued the following statement:   Stories from our past make us who we are today. During the 2010 commemoration year we will share and honor these stories of the tribal and non‐tribal people who lived on the Flathead Reservation during the allotment and homesteading era. We will examine the ways we think, talk and act with one another as a means to move our community pride and relationships forward.45   On March 4, 2010, just weeks before the scheduled start of the commemoration, Vince Devlin reported on the Tribal Council’s sudden decision to pull out of the events. “There were a lot of concerns being expressed in our community by folks who were uneasy with the direction as things were shaping up,” said CSKT spokesman Rob McDonald, “Everyone felt it was best to back away.”46 McDonald described efforts to reconcile the complex and contentious history of allotment and homesteading as a “Mount Everest‐like challenge” and a “high‐wire walk.” In a separate interview, McDonald spoke less guardedly about the aborted collaboration:   We wanted the unblemished history to be told unfettered once and for all. But it was not coming together that way, and people were on the verge of being very upset. They were afraid it would turn into the whitewashing of history and become a celebration of the beginning of the tribal holocaust story.47 (Figure 6.2)   According to Lois Hart, the Tribal Council’s decision “significantly changed” the plans for the centennial events. “I admit the tone is different than when it was going to be a commemoration,” Hart said. “But I won’t use the word celebration. The                                                         44 Vince Devlin, “Museum, tribes to commemorate 100th anniversary of homesteading on Flathead Reservation,” Missoulian (August 17, 2009). 45 Ibid. 46 Vince Devlin, “CSKT Council pulls out of Flathead Reservation homesteading centennial celebration,” Missoulian (March 4, 2010). 47 Carly Flandro, “100 Years of White Settlers on the Flathead Reservation: Is This a Celebration?,” 
New West (July 20, 2010). 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lives of the homesteaders were not easy, and a lot of our [historical] programs will be sobering.”48 A website created by the tribes, “The Rez Then and Now,” was quietly taken down just weeks after its launch. The most dramatic change involved condensing six months of commemoration into two months. Instead of beginning on the spring equinox, the official Centennial Kickoff and ice cream social was held at the museum immediately following the 4th of July Parade in Polson. Changes to the calendar were accompanied by a subtle shift in emphasis from the Flathead Reservation as a whole to the City of Polson, which was incorporated in April of 1910. The Flathead centennial thus became the Polson centennial, as proud settlers hunkered down in a small city that once threatened to secede from the reservation. Over the course of two months, the museum hosted lectures on a variety of topics, including the founding of Polson, homesteader women, early schools, the local cherry industry, and the allotment‐era photographer Herman Schnitzmeyer. Down the road, the Miracle of America Museum hosted the annual Living History Days in mid‐July along with special lectures about antique dolls and doll furniture and the history of boats on Flathead Lake. The Polson Presbyterian Church, St. Andrew’s Episcopal Church, and Polson Community Bank—all founded in 1910—even got in on the act, offering tours and sponsoring square dancing and barbeques. The commemoration, it seemed, had reverted back to a celebration. Despite efforts to shift the focus to Polson, displays inside the Polson‐Flathead Historical Museum addressed the history of the reservation as a whole. 
(Figure 6.3) Themes of neighborliness, conviviality, perseverance, hard work, and mutual respect dominated the exhibition, glossing over more contentious aspects of the legacy of homesteading and allotment. Describing a scene at the museum in which “a young girl sat inside a teepee in the children’s area, playing with a video game contraption,” the Flathead Beacon reported that it “perfectly encapsulated the passage of 100 years in Polson.”49 This claim, which pegged development to white settlement, resonated with an earlier observation by J.F. McAlear, author of The 
                                                        48 Ibid. 49 Erin Cole, “Marking 100 Years and Still Seeking Common Ground,” Flathead Beacon (July 5, 2010). 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Fabulous Flathead, which was published shortly after the 50th anniversary of the reservation’s opening.   In the last 52 years, since the opening of the reservation to white settlement, the [Reservation] Pioneers have seen a vast change from the horse and buggy days to man traveling faster than sound… with a man orbiting the earth in less time than it would take for a man to go from Polson to Ronan in 1910!50   One of the museum’s displays featured a series of questions printed out in large fonts and stapled to a corkboard. Some of the questions stood alone, without response: “How did so many white people end up on an Indian reservation?” Others were accompanied by answers: “Was there conflict or cooperation?”   There were white people who were kind and neighborly and worked together with their Tribal neighbors. We know that the Natives showed the new settlers where to fish, hunt, and collect medicinal plants. Children played together and often attended the same school.  The message of cooperation and tolerance, however, was undercut by other questions, particularly one that asked, “Were the Natives welcome in Polson?”  Tacked beneath on a separate sheet of paper was a response to what seemed at first glance a rhetorical question: “Yes, when they danced or were in a parade!”  
(Figure 6.4) The caveat was troubling. It begged a follow‐up question: “And when they did not?” To emphasize the point, the display included two historic photographs. The first depicted a group of approximately thirty Indians on horseback. The central figure carried a large American flag. A small caption at the bottom of the photo read: “Indians taking part in 4th of July parade, Polson, Montana, 1919.” The second photo literally showed a large crowd of white settlers surrounding a smaller group of Indians, who, presumably, were preparing to dance on Main Street. The caption simply stated: “Pow wow, Polson, Montana, 1909.” It remains unclear how displays such as these contributed to the stated goal of examining “the ways we think, talk and act with one another as a means to move our                                                         50 J.F. McAlear, The Fabulous Flathead (Polson, MT: Treas. St. Pub. Co., 1962), 217. 
  291 
community pride and relationships forward.” If anything, the museum’s handling of the centennial would seem to have set relationships back. In contrast to the commemorative rhetoric of cooperation and tolerance, which more often than not rang hollow, the reality of invasion was far more palpable and less obfuscated in the numerous stories that appeared in the local press during the months leading up to the reservation’s opening. A front‐page story in the May 1, 1910 edition of The Daily Missoulian, for example, reflected the anticipation of settlers eagerly awaiting their chance to repossess Indian land.    Long has it been a habit to refer to the Flathead Indian Reservation as the ‘Land of Promise.’ Now this title is no longer met for the promise is about to be fulfilled. No longer is the reservation to be the exclusive property of Uncle Sam and his melanistic wards, no longer are dark‐skinned first Americans to retain entire possession of as fair a land as ever was. Tomorrow the men and women who were lucky in the greatest land lottery this country has known will be given opportunity to choose the tracts on which they wish to file.51    In the first of a series of articles about the Flathead Reservation published by 
The Western Homeseeker in 1905, William Ranft emphasized the reservation’s exceptional qualities in an appeal to prospective homesteaders. Foremost in his mind was the belief that it failed—in a positive sense—to meet settlers’ expectations for what a reservation should look like.   One thing is certain in my mind, and I do not fear its successful contradiction, and that is, that no reservation has ever been opened to public settlement in the past, nor ever will there be in the future, where so perfect a condition of civilization and modern advantages are so nearly universally present on every hand as will be found upon this reservation. I have ridden across the valleys of this reservation many times, in company with strangers, and have yet to fail to hear the one common expression of surprise, that not a single thing had come under such stranger’s observation to suggest that it was an Indian reservation, but that it might more easily be taken for an old established farming community of an eastern state.52                                                          51 “This Week the Gates Swing Open to the Host of Earnest Homebuilders of the Reservation,” The 
Daily Missoulian (May 1, 1910). 52 William Q. Ranft, “Flathead Reservation Presents Another Opportunity,” The Western Homeseeker, Vol. 1, No. 1 (October 1905), 3‐4. 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 At the time, many of the news reports described a reservation landscape devoid of human inhabitants. Ranft, for example, portrayed the reservation as an immense “tract of unoccupied land”53 and as “richly endowed virgin lands.”54 Contradicting himself, however, he later endeavored to better acquaint readers with the Flathead Indian in order “to wipe away many cob‐webby impressions which now instinctively exist in all men’s minds when mention of the word Indian is made.”55 Similarly, The Butte Evenings News reported that, in addition to its “prairie character,” the most impressive feature of the Flathead Reservation was the “absence of Indians.”   One does not see hide nor hair of a buck or squaw except at the mission. The Indians are all pretty well away from the country road which follows along the water grade of the Flathead river to Polson. They are settled up close to the timber they love so well and along creeks, for the red man hates to dig a well or pump water.56    Stories that did acknowledge indigenous possession, on the other hand, tended to focus on the underutilization of the land and the inevitability of the transition to white ownership. Writing about the opening of the reservation in 
Overland Monthly—another publication, like The Western Homeseeker, marketed to prospective homesteaders—Helen Fitzgerald Sanders speculated about the impact of the opening on the indigenous population.   The experiment [of opening the Flathead Reservation to settlement] is a precarious one for the Indian, since it involves at once the seizure of immense tracts of lands that were his and the destruction of the race‐old habits of his kind. But the solving of the Indian problem, or in plainer words, his right to exist, is of lesser interest to the general public than the fact that thousands and tens of thousands of commercially valuable acres will be opened to the eager white settlers who still push westward, hunting for                                                         53 Ibid, 3. 54 Ibid, 4. 55 Ibid, 4. 56 “Facts of the Flathead Which Opens to Entry Tomorrow,” Butte Evening News (May 1, 1910). 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something of the legended treasure which tempted the early Argonauts to brave the hardships and perils of the wilderness.57   In 1905, William H. Smead published Land of the Flatheads: A Sketch of the 
Flathead Reservation, Montana: Its Past and Present, Its Hopes and Possibilities for the 
Future. Like Ranft, Smead responded to “a demand for reliable information concerning this magnificent and heretofore almost unknown country.”58   It is a land of plenty. Providence has been lavish in her gifts to this favored section. No wonder the Indians have so long jealously guarded in fear and trembling the lands of their forefathers and of their birth. The ruthless progress of white civilization has finally demanded its surrender, and the land of the Indian will soon be the land of the white man. Marvel not that the red man is loath to share his lands with his white brother. This, to him the fairest, the dearest, the brightest of earth, the last remnant of his former greatness, will soon pass from him. So it must be.59   Smead’s familiarity with the Flathead Reservation was unmatched among boosters and speculators clamoring for allotment. For nearly seven years, just prior to the book’s release, Smead served as U.S. Indian Agent in charge of the Flathead Reservation, which he described as “a vast domain soon to be occupied by the thrifty ‘empire builders.’”60 The potential of the “comparatively undeveloped” reservation would be realized, he argued, “when the white man shall be able to take the helm.”61 Before his appointment in 1898, Smead had served in the Montana Senate for two years, where he strongly advocated for the opening of the Flathead Reservation. He was dismissed as Indian Agent in 1904—the same year Congress passed the Flathead Allotment Act—for illegally leasing reservation land to white ranchers. Undeterred, Smead returned to Missoula and formed the Flathead Reservation Information Agency and the W.H. Smead Co., which marketed a variety of services to                                                         57 Helen Fitzgerald Sanders, “The Opening of the Flathead Reservation,” Overland Monthly, Vol. 54, No. 2 (August 1909), 121. 58 William H. Smead, Land of the Flatheads: A Sketch of the Flathead Reservation, Montana: Its Past and 
Present, Its Hopes and Possibilities for the Future (St. Paul, MN: Pioneer Press Mfg. Depts., 1905), 3. 59 Ibid, 71. 60 Ibid, 3. 61 Ibid, 62‐63. 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prospective homesteaders, thus allowing Smead to capitalize on his intimate familiarity with the soon‐to‐be opened reservation.62  
An Eighty­Year Invasion  Compared to the settler commemoration of the Flathead centennial in 2010, the indigenous non‐commemoration embodied a very different relationship to history and its bearing on the present. The non‐commemoration was ostensibly marked by a modest lecture series at Salish Kootenai College in Pablo. The school, which celebrated its 30th anniversary in September 2007, is “the finest tribal college in the nation,” according to Rick Williams, executive director of the American Indian College Fund.63 Luana Ross, a distinguished sociologist and enrolled member of the tribes, was appointed president of SKC in a ceremony on September 15, 2010.64 Coincidentally, Ross examined links between anti‐Indian racism on the Flathead Reservation and the legacy of allotment and homesteading in her most well known text, Inventing the Savage: The Social Construction of Native American Criminality.65 Focused primarily on the “racialized and gendered experiences of incarceration,” especially for Native American women, the project developed out of Ross’s own 
                                                        62 Donald L. Parman, Indians and the American West in the Twentieth Century (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1994), 15. 63 Vince Devlin, “Salish Kootenai College president Joe McDonald says goodbye after three decades,” 
Missoulian (June 17, 2010). 64 Vince Devlin, “Salish Kootenai College welcomes new leader Luana Ross,” Missoulian (September 15, 2010). 65 Structural linkages between racialization, neocolonialism, and allotment are analyzed in paragraphs such as the following: “Couched in assimilationist rhetoric, racialized events—including treaties, reservations and pass systems, land allotments, boarding schools, and bans on Native religions—influence who Native people are today. An understanding of the dynamics between Natives and whites is important if one is to truly grasp the experiences of Native Americans in the Euro‐American criminal justice system. Most whites in Montana view Native people as profane. The social distance is immense between these ethnic groups in all parts, although it is more observable at the Flathead Reservation (because of the large white population and PL 280) and among the Landless, who typically live off Indian reservations. Everyday interactions involve rules of propriety that effectively regulate the degree of social distance. For instance, on the Flathead Reservation there are separate bars, schools, museums, newspapers, churches, and so forth for Natives and whites. The segregation, although invisible to outsiders, is glaring in its oppressiveness. History describes the evolution of colonial and neocolonial racism in Montana, made structurally complex by federal and state policy and further complicated by individual attitudes.” Ross, Inventing the Savage, 52. 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experience growing up on the Flathead Reservation at the Old Agency, across the street from the tribal jail.66 Salish attorney Daniel Decker kicked off the series with two lectures. While the first lecture, on June 3, 2010, focused explicitly on the politics of allotment and homesteading, the second lecture, on August 5, 2010, revolved around water rights and the ongoing water compact negotiations. Coordinated by Julie Cajune, the lectures were part of a multi‐year effort to research, develop, and publish “tribally‐specific stories” and “place‐based knowledge” for children, youth, and adults. Although Decker’s lectures coincided with the Flathead centennial, they were not designed as commemorative events nor did they focus exclusively on the year 1910. Rather, they were the first in a series of lectures that would later become a four‐part film series, “Stories From a Nation Within.” Subsequent lectures focused on contemporary models of tribal government and the legal history of treaty making and the inherent sovereignty of tribal nations. The film series, in turn, was just one component of the larger HeartLines Project, founded by Cajune in 2009 with financial support from the W.K. Kellogg Foundation.67  Another component of the project focused on raising awareness and developing curriculum about the legacy of allotment and homesteading. This component took the form of a “traveling trunk”—stuffed full of lesson plans, maps, photographs, and historical narratives—that was distributed to K‐12 educators throughout Montana. The state’s groundbreaking “Indian Education for All Act,” which mandated the teaching of American Indian history in all of the state’s public schools, created demand for new curriculum of this sort.68 “We really have an opportunity to be leaders, which for Montanan’s is unusual,” said Cajune in a videotaped interview for the Montana Tribes Digital Archive Project.   
                                                        66 Ibid, 1‐2. 67 Vince Devlin, “Salish educator Julie Cajune awarded $1.4M grant for ambitious tribal history project,” Missoulian (February 3, 2010); Lailani Upham, “Julie Cajune awarded grant to preserve indigenous cultures,” Char­Koosta News (February 4, 2010). 68 Joan Melcher, “A History in the Making,” Miller­McCune (April 22, 2009). 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And so it’s an opportunity to set an example about social justice, about restoration, about healing, about being intentional and deliberate and what we do as educators and realizing our power and recognizing it. That we have a huge amount of power in what we teach and how we teach it, and who we include or who we exclude.69   “How much do you know about your Indian neighbors?” Cajune asked the audience during her keynote speech at the Martin Luther King Jr. Day celebration at St. Paul's Lutheran Church in Missoula in 2003.   Truly the Indian Wars are continuing. They are being fought in courtrooms all across America. We need to restore America's memory, teach its collective memory, so that with the enlargement of their minds, we can get enlargement of their humanity as well.70   In collaboration with KSKC Public TV, Cajune produced another short video, “The Allotment Act on the Flathead Reservation,” which was included in the traveling trunk. The video used clips from an earlier film, “The Place of the Falling Waters,” produced by Roy Bigcrane and Thompson Smith in 1991, which chronicled the construction of Kerr Dam on the lower Flathead River in the 1930s.71 The final chapter of Cajune’s film, composed from entirely new footage, focused on the present‐day legacy of allotment and homesteading. It briefly described the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934, which formally ended the allotment era (1887‐1934). The fact that Native controlled lands within the United States had been reduced by sixty‐five percent during that period was unchanged by the new federal policy. For the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Nation—the first tribe to reconstitute itself under the terms of the IRA—the act was “not a wholly positive                                                         69 Julie Cajune, Montana Tribes Digital Archive Project, Transcript of interview with Regional Learning Project, Continuing Education, University of Montana, 2007, accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.montanatribes.org/digital_archives/matrix_eu6.php?page=eu/eu6. 70 Rob Chaney, “Struggle continues,” Missoulian (January 21, 2003). 71 A 20th anniversary screening of the award‐winning documentary film was held on April 22, 2011 at Salish Kootenai College (SKC). The screening was accompanied by a panel discussion moderated by SKC President Luana Ross. Panelists included Tony Incashola (Salish‐Pend d'Oreille Culture Committee), Vernon Finley (Kootenai Culture Committee), Brian Lipscomb (CSKT Energy Department), and the tribe’s lead negotiator on water rights Clayton Matt (CSKT Natural Resources Department). 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change” since it phased out traditional chiefs in favor of ten elected tribal council representatives. According to the film, however, it did provide the tribes with a “new tool” and a “framework to defend our rights and rebuild our sovereignty.” The film also noted that the U.S. Court of Claims ruled in favor of the tribes in 1971 by declaring the Flathead Allotment Act of 1904 a breach of the Hell Gate Treaty of 1855.  Just as Tony Incashola used the opening of the exhibition at Glacier’s St. Mary Visitor Center as an opportunity to talk about justice, Cajune’s film embraced the Flathead centennial as an opportunity to collectively imagine an alternative future. Toward the end of the short film, the narrator spoke slowly yet deliberately over images of young students listening to traditional stories at the Salish language immersion school and learning how to dig bitterroot from tribal elders. A chart showing the steady increase in tribal land purchases by decade flashed across the screen, followed by a map of the tribes’ vast aboriginal territory stretching across state and national borders.   Today the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes are working hard to regain our land base and also to revitalize the Salish, Pend d'Oreille, and Kootenai languages and ways of life. The centennial of 1910 on the Flathead Reservation offers an opportunity to reflect on the meaning of our shared history and to chart a more just and mutually respectful future.   The HeartLines Project exemplified efforts to use the Flathead centennial as an opportunity to “chart a more just and mutually respectful future.” By recognizing the potential of value of the anniversary as well as its limitations, the HeartLines Project, embraced commemoration only to the extent that it supported the more urgent need to strengthen existing infrastructure and to develop new infrastructure to counteract the still‐operative structures of colonization. In other words, the need to commemorate, for those confronting the legacy of allotment in their daily lives, was of secondary importance. “The allotment policy left the tribes impoverished and divided,” wrote the editors at SKC Press in an introduction to Burton Smith’s article, “The Politics of Allotment on the Flathead Indian Reservation.” “Much of the rest of 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twentieth century Salish and Kootenai history has been the story of efforts by the tribes to replenish their economic fortunes and heal the social divisions that were the legacy of the forced sale of tribal assets.”72 In the documentary film, “The Place of the Falling Waters,” producers Roy Bigcrane and Thompson Smith similarly recognized the structural nature of settler colonialism in arguing that the “Kerr Dam stands as the product of an eighty year invasion of the Flathead Reservation—an invasion whose origins may be traced to the Treaty of Hellgate in 1855.”73 The invasion, the filmmakers argue, did not begin nor did it end with the completion of the dam in 1939. Likewise, the non‐commemoration of the Flathead centennial in 2010 highlighted the role of allotment in the extended invasion. Importantly, it also called attention to the role of commemoration—the commemoration of allotment in this case—in fueling the ongoing invasion. Refuting the idea of commemoration as a benign practice that emerges only after the fact as a product of conquest—an idea enabled through a focus on events rather than structures—commemoration was instead construed as an active process and vital tactic in the repertoire of settler colonialism. The fact that commemoration figured more prominently among settlers was revealed to be a means of satisfying the need to continually relegitimize the unlawful dispossession of land. Like the HeartLines Project, the Tribal Land Acquisition Program is emblematic of the sort of infrastructure developed to counteract the effects of allotment and homesteading on the Flathead Reservation and, more generally, to respond to structures of settler colonialism. Created in 1935, the program has enabled to tribe to purchase back 264,870 acres of reservation land as of 1994. As a result, the tribes are no longer the minority landowners on the reservation, although non‐Indians still vastly outnumber CSKT members. The Tribal Council’s ultimate goal is to buy the reservation back, according the former Division of Lands Manager Virgil Dupuis.74 This goal was formally encoded in vision and mission                                                         72 Smith, The Politics of Allotment on the Flathead Indian Reservation, 6. 73 Roy Bigcrane and Thompson Smith, “The Place of the Falling Waters,” DVD, SKC Media/Public TV, 1991. 74 “Overview: Tribal Land Acquisition Program has 58‐year history,” Char­Koosta News (January 14, 1994). 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statements adopted by the Tribal Council in May of 1996. “The traditional principles and values that served our people in the past are embedded in the many ways that we serve and invest in our people and communities, in the ways we have regained and restored our homelands and natural resources….”75 The mission statement articulated the importance of land acquisition more explicitly: “We will strive to regain ownership and control of all lands within our reservation boundaries.“76 In contrast to Glacier’s centennial, which had a definitive end late in 2010, the non‐commemoration of the Flathead centennial continues. The Indian Land Tenure Foundation (ILTF), for example, sponsored a lecture series at the University of Montana from February 10 to March 30, 2011, which focused on contemporary land issues in Indian Country. In the concluding lecture, Julie Cajune presented “Lessons of Our Land,” a tribally specific adaptation of the ILTF’s “Land Tenure Curriculum” for K‐12 students in Montana.77 The non‐commemoration, moreover, operates on multiple scales. The Tribal Land Acquisition Program’s work on the local scale is supplemented by Cajune’s work on a statewide scale and the Indian Land Tenure Foundation’s work on a national scale.  Not only does the non‐commemoration lack a definitive end, it also lacks a clear beginning. The Indian Land Tenure Foundation provided funding for a film, “Finding Common Ground: Guiding Growth on the Flathead Reservation,” produced by Tribal Planner Janet Camel. Released in 2007, the film explored historical antecedents—particularly allotment and homesteading—in order to explain the                                                         75 The complete vision statement reads as follows: “The traditional principles and values that served our people in the past are imbedded in the many ways that we serve and invest in our people and communities, in the ways we have regained and restored our homelands and natural resources, in the ways we have built a self‐sufficient society and economy, in the ways that we govern our Reservation and represent ourselves to the rest of the world and in the ways we continue to preserve our right to determine our own destiny.” Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, “Our Vision,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.cskt.org/about/index.htm. 76 The complete mission statement reads as follows: “Our mission is to adopt traditional principles and values into all facets of tribal operations and service. We will invest in our people in a manner that ensures our ability to become a completely self‐sufficient society and economy. We will strive to regain ownership and control of all lands within our reservation boundaries. And we will provide sound environmental stewardship to preserve, perpetuate, protect, and enhance natural resources and ecosystems.” Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, “Our Mission,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.cskt.org/about/index.htm. 77 Indian Land Tenure Foundation, “Land Tenure Curriculum,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.iltf.org/resources/land‐tenure‐curriculum. 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reservation’s checkerboard pattern of land ownership and also to address the fact that “non‐tribal growth outpaces tribal growth ten to one on the Flathead Reservation.”78 A similar web‐based project, “The Rez We Live On,” was launched in September 2009.79 Created to “dispel untruths about life on [the] reservation,” the myth‐busting website, promoted on coffee jackets and billboards throughout the reservation,80 featured ten short animated videos on sensitive topics including “sovereignty,” “free health care,” “taxes,” “government checks,” “different laws,” “land and homes,” “college education,” and “government officers.” “Generation upon generation have been repeating information that’s not correct, to the point that it’s offensive, and derails even the most basic conversation,” said Rob McDonald, Spokesman for the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes. “’The Rez We Live On’ is the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, as told by us, as factually as we can tell it ‐ who we are, and how we got to this point.”81 Not surprisingly, Julie Cajune had been assembling “traveling trunks” long before the Flathead centennial in 2010. Prior to developing trunks as part of CAIPAR and the HeartLines Project, Cajune collaborated with the Montana Historical Society to produce other “footlockers,” which explored the reservation, allotment, and boarding school periods as experienced by Montana Indians.82 One footlocker, “To Learn A New Way,” featured ten lessons designed primarily for elementary school students, such as “What is a Treaty?,” “Sending the Bison Away,” and “Clothing and Identity.” A user guide provided information on working with primary source materials such as artifacts, photographs, maps, and other historical documents. The “Background Information” section of the guide consisted of student and teacher narratives, vocabulary lists, outlines for classroom presentations, and profiles of “Amazing Montanans.” Two of the ten lessons dealt specifically with the legacy of                                                         78 Maggie Plummer, “’Finding Common Ground’ video addresses reservation growth,” Char­Koosta 
News (June 7, 2007). 79 “The Rez We Live On,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://therezweliveon.com. 80 Mary Annette Pember, "For Myth‐Busting, Indians Take to the Web," Daily Yonder (October 1, 2009). 81 Vince Devlin, “New Web site aims to set record straight on Flathead Indian Reservation,” 
Missoulian (September 11, 2009). 82 For a list of other footlockers see Montana Historical Society, “Footlockers,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://mhs.mt.gov/education/footlocker/default.asp. 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allotment on the Flathead Reservation. “Lesson 3: The Land of Seven Reservations” asks students to create bar graphs comparing the sizes of Montana’s seven reservations and their percentage of Indian and non‐Indian owned land. Teachers are encouraged to read the CSKT vision and mission statements to their students, explaining to them that the tribes are spending millions of dollars each year to buy back their reservation land. “Ask students to journal about whether they think it is important for Tribes to try to regain all of their reservation lands, and if they think it would be possible for them to do so.” An ability to explain the present land status of Montana’s reservations is the objective of “Lesson 2: Losing the Land.” After viewing a series of historic and current land status maps and reading and discussing Article II of the Hell Gate Treaty of 1855, students participate in an activity in which they “create a piece of land in their classroom that is like a reservation,” using masking tape to mark boundary lines on the floor and classroom furniture to simulate prominent landmarks. Next, students are divided into two groups—“tribal members” and “newcomers.” Tribal members—about one quarter of the students—are given exclusive use of the “classroom reservation space” for a short period of time. Eventually, the students are told that a new law has been passed and tribal members must therefore select a small parcel of private property within the larger reservation.     Now tell the class that another law has been passed and that the ‘left‐over’ reservation land will be opened up to newcomers to the area – these newcomers are not tribal members. Tell the newcomer group to walk around the space and pick out the space that they would like, until all of them have found a space within the “reservation”. These spaces can be larger and of different sizes. Tell students that they need to tape these areas also. Limit their time to pick and tape their space.83   The activity concludes with a debriefing. Sitting in their allotted spaces, marked with masking tape on the floor, students are asked a series of questions: How do the tribal member students feel? How do the newcomers feel? Was the                                                         83 Montana Historical Society Education Office, “To Learn a New Way,” User Guide, January 2005, accessed June 20, 2013, http://mhs.mt.gov/education/footlocker/default.asp. 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activity fair? Why? Why not? Finally, students are encouraged to fill out a “Problem/Solution Map,” with four additional questions: “What started the problem?” “What is the problem?” “What new problems happened?” and “What are some solutions?” Traveling trunks such as this stand as a testament not only to Cajune’s faith in the power of education to transform the landscape but also to a deeper commitment to developing the infrastructure necessary to confront structures of settler colonialism. “We have learned we cannot rely on legislation and policy to distribute and establish justice,” Cajune said. “The burden of crisis has been laid on the shoulders of average citizens to try and change the course of events. Inaction requires a higher price of us—a measure of our humanity.”84 Given its pedagogical value, commemoration has a role to play in changing the course of events, in part by confronting the structures of settler colonialism. Nancy Glueckert was moved. After returning to her home in Polson following a lecture at Salish Kootenai College, she sat down and composed a letter to the editor of the Char­Koosta News. Nancy had just spent an hour listening to Salish attorney Daniel Decker talk about the legacy of allotment and homesteading on the Flathead Reservation—“the last 100 years of Tribal land issues,” as she described it. “The most valuable insight for me,” Glueckert noted, “was learning that the Dawe's Act [sic] set off a series of Congressional actions that was ultimately not arrested until 1934.” Decker’s lecture impressed upon Glueckert the significance of that year. Passage of the Indian Reorganization Act in 1934 marked a turning point in the tribes’ history. At the conclusion of her letter, published under the headline, “Homesteading lecture was enlightening,” Glueckert looked into the future:    Here is my hope in timing the next area centennial: 2034 as the year where the Flathead Nation began to rebuild its identity through the land held so sacred. This makes as much sense to me as this year’s events. Why not consider the Salish wisdom with which Daniel Decker opened his lecture?: When you get knocked down, you get back up. Surely we all can relate to this. And in 24 more years, I hope I am still here to celebrate.85                                                          84 Chaney, “Struggle continues.” 85 Nancy Glueckert, “Homesteading lecture was enlightening,” Char­Koosta News (June 10, 2010). 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In looking forward to 2034, Glueckert raised questions not only about what should be simultaneously present but also about how we can and why we must prepare ourselves to ask that question.  
Glacier National Park’s Legacy of Commemoration  Glacier National Park has a long history of commemoration. As early as 1919, Madison Grant—founding member of the Boone and Crockett Club, New York Zoological Society, and American Bison Society, and author of The Passing of the 
Great Race—worried about the effects of the passage of time on the memory of Glacier’s birth. “Although the Glacier National Park is only 9 years old,” Grant lamented, “the history of its dedication as a Federal reserve is already beginning to fade into a tradition.”86 To counter this inevitable process of forgetting, Grant sought “to gather in definite, authentic, and perhaps final form material available for future historical use.” Describing a region that had “scarcely been visited” prior to the 1880s, Grant’s story began with “the building of the transcontinental railroads [when] a different class of men entered the country, who were capable of recording what they saw.”87 The decade preceding Glacier’s centennial in 2010 demonstrates the significance of dedications and commemorations in the park’s history. In addition to participating in the Lewis & Clark Bicentennial from 2003‐2006, Glacier celebrated the 25th anniversary of its designation as a UNESCO World Biosphere Reserve in 2004, the 10th anniversary of Waterton‐Glacier’s designation as a UNESCO World Heritage Site in 2005, the 75th anniversary of Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park in 2007, the 75th anniversary of Going‐to‐the‐Sun Road in 2008, and the 75th anniversary of President Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s visit to Glacier in 2009. Described by the Missoulian as a “time of anniversary,” this period of intensive celebration can also be understood as part of a larger “Bicentennial phenomenon,” which, despite the name, includes golden anniversaries, centennials, and                                                         86 Grant, Early History of Glacier National Park, 3. 87 Ibid, 3. 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sesquicentennials. Historian Frederick Hoxie coined the term to describe the contemporary proliferation of commemoration, which has become, he argues, “a hallmark of popular culture in modern America.”88 Prior to its centennial, Glacier National Park had thrown three major birthday parties—for its 75th anniversary in 1985, 50th anniversary in 1960, and 25th anniversary in 1935. Clyde Lockwood, Chief of Interpretation, coordinated the 75th anniversary celebration, which featured an open house at the administrative headquarters on May 10th. In addition to touring the facilities, two hundred guests attended a dedication ceremony for the new Science Center and Museum and participated in a special stamp cancellation. A restored “Tally‐ho mountain wagon,” advertising the park’s anniversary, was displayed in two local community parades. A large art exhibition chronicling the park’s history through photographs and paintings was organized by the Hockaday Center for the Arts in Kalispell and the Montana Committee for the Humanities. A panel discussion was held on opening night that focused on “history, preservation, Native Americans, and ecology issues.”89 To promote the exhibition, a group of fourteen people dressed in period clothing, led by Glacier’s librarian, toured the park and three nearby cities in an antique bus. The Daily Inter Lake and Hungry Horse News both published special newspaper editions on the occasion of the anniversary. Glacier’s 75th anniversary also coincided with the 100th anniversary of Parks Canada. The latter was recognized by Glacier during a special ceremony at Logan Pass, which included the dedication of two new flagpoles—donated by the ARCO Foundation—flying the flags of the United States and Canada.90 In many ways, Glacier’s 75th anniversary celebration typified the park’s approach to commemoration. However, other voices emerged during the planning process advocating alternatives to what had become the standard commemorative script. In a letter sent to Lockwood in August 1984, Glacier’s Senior Scientist, Clifford Martinka, lamented the tendency of most commemorations to “look backward into the past.” Instead, he recommended that                                                         88 Hoxie and Nelson, Lewis and Clark and the Indian Country, 2. 89 Glacier National Park, “Superintendent’s Annual Report – FY 1985.” 90 Ibid. 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the park develop a theme of “Looking to the Future” for its 75th anniversary. “Let’s give the celebration the depth of a planning activity,” Martinka suggested, “rather than the usual theatrics that are easy to forget.”91  Elaborate commemoration was usually reserved for major anniversaries. However, Glacier National Park occasionally broke form. For its 27th anniversary in 1937, for example, the park produced a radio drama, “Historical Cavalcade of Glacier National Park,” that was broadcast on KGEZ in Kalispell on May 12. Sponsored by the Kiwanis Club of Kalispell, the half‐hour dramatic program featured a cast of Civilian Conservation Corps enrollees then encamped in the park.92 Francis X. Guardipee—the first American Indian ranger at Glacier National Park—played the parts of historical Blackfeet Indians.93 The script, written by park naturalist George C. Ruhle,94 was comprised of nine scenes, which dramatized “select events which led to the creation of the park.”95 Set in a Hudson Bay Company trading post in the “land of the Blackfeet” in 1846, the opening scenes introduce Hugh Munroe who was described as “the first white man of whom it is certain that he gazed at close range upon the glorious sublime wilderness of lake, forest, and mountain which today is Glacier National Park.”96 Subsequent scenes were set in a camp of Isaac I. Stevens, Governor of the Washington Territory, on the Great Plains near Fort Benton in 1853; a Blackfeet camp on the Great Plains in 1881; the parlor in George Bird Grinnell’s home in New York City; Grinnell’s camp on St. Mary Lake in 1891; the U.S. Senate Chamber on January 25, 1910; and the private office of President Theodore Roosevelt. The final scene focused on the “silver tongue” of Joseph Dixon, the junior Senator from Montana. In a final appeal to his fellow senators, Dixon urged them to                                                         91 Letter, Clifford J. Martinka to Chief Park Interpreter (August 21, 1984), box 54, folder 4, Glacier National Park Records, 1910‐1984, Glacier National Park Archives. 92 Transcript, Local Announcer (Don Treloar), box 183, folder 14, Glacier National Park Records, 1910‐1984, Glacier National Park Archives. 93 “Historical Cavalcade of Glacier National Park” (1937), box 183, folder 14, Glacier National Park Records, 1910‐1984, Glacier National Park Archives. 94 In a memorandum to Dr. Ruhle, Superintendent Eivind Scoyen wrote: “I think that the success of the radio broadcast yesterday was due more to your hard work than that of any other person.” Eivind T. Scoyen, “Memorandum to Dr. Ruhle” (May 13, 1937), box 183, folder 14, Glacier National Park Records, 1910‐1984, Glacier National Park Archives. 95 Eivind T. Scoyen, “Memorandum for the Press” (May 1937), box 7, folder 8, Glacier National Park Records, 1910‐1984, Glacier National Park Archives. 96 “Historical Cavalcade of Glacier National Park” (1937), 2. 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pass Senate Bill S. 2777 establishing Glacier National Park. After describing the scenic beauty of the region—“unequaled” and “without parallel in the United States”—Dixon sought to reassure his colleagues that extant homestead and mineral rights would not be affected by the new park. “Nothing is taken from anyone. The rights of these few settlers and mineral entrymen are protected in the bill, where they have heretofore initiated their rights.”97 Dixon concluded by inviting his colleagues to spend three weeks in northwestern Montana the following summer.  The “sublime grandeur” of the region, he insisted, “will cause you to wonder why you have heretofore spent your time and money in European sight‐seeing.”98 Dixon was convinced that a firsthand encounter with the dramatic landscape would not only convince the senators of the value of preserving it as a park but also cause them to “return to your eastern homes with a better knowledge of your own country and prouder of the fact that you are Americans.”99 Dixon’s skills of persuasion apparently left an impression on his colleagues. The “Historical Cavalcade” drew to a close with his remarks. Immediately thereafter the narrator relayed the news that the bill passed in its third attempt and “Glacier joined the ranks of National Parks when President Taft signed the bill on May 11, 1910.” Glacier National Park’s 25th anniversary in 1935 was overshadowed by a presidential visit the previous summer. The Superintendent’s Annual Report for fiscal year 1935 concluded by noting: “May 11, 1935 marked the 25th anniversary of the creation of the park.”100 The report, however, opened with the declaration: “The most important event in Glacier National Park history occurred on August 5, 1934 when Franklin D. Roosevelt, President of the United States, and party, arrived. This was the first time a U.S. president ever entered Glacier.”101 Despite the focus on Roosevelt’s visit, which included an elaborate induction ceremony by Blackfeet Indians102 and a nation‐wide radio broadcast from the chalet at Two Medicine                                                         97 Ibid, 8. 98 Ibid, 8. 99 Ibid, 8. 100 Glacier National Park, “Superintendent’s Annual Report – FY 1935,” 4. 101 Ibid, 1. 102 “At Two Medicine the President was greeted by a group of about forty Blackfeet Indians in full regalia and a like number of Civilian Conservation Corps workers. The CCC chorus entertained with 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Lake,103 a small‐scale commemoration was held to mark Glacier’s silver anniversary the following spring. A special issue of Glacial Drift—a quarterly pamphlet edited by park naturalist George Ruhle—was dedicated to the anniversary. Superintendent Eivind Scoyen contributed two essays, “The Crazy Gray Horse: An Indian Legend,” and “Twenty Five Years of History: Silver Anniversary Retrospect.” A testament to the significance of Roosevelt’s visit is the fact that it eventually became the subject of commemoration. In 2009, on the 75th anniversary of his visit, the park hosted Roosevelt’s great‐granddaughter, Kate Roosevelt, for a reenactment of the original journey on Going‐to‐the‐Sun Road aboard four restored 1927 Cadillac touring cars. The timing of Franklin D. Roosevelt’s visit in 1934 was also significant since it coincided with the opening of Going‐to‐the‐Sun Road the previous summer. The largest and most elaborate dedications and commemorations at Glacier National Park have been associated with Going‐to‐the‐Sun Road. Declared a National Historic Landmark and a Historic Civil Engineering Landmark, the alpine road winds its way fifty miles through the park’s interior, crossing the continental divide at Logan Pass, and linking the east and west sides of the park. Dedicated in 1933, the road’s 75th anniversary was celebrated in 2008, its 50th anniversary in                                                         several songs and the quartet of negro boys offered a number. Favorites of the President were included. The President, Mrs. Roosevelt and Secretary Ickes were inducted into the Blackfeet tribe and presented with suitable gifts. ‘Lone Chief’ is the Chief Executive’s name. Mrs. Roosevelt was called ‘Medicine Pipe Women’ and Secretary Ickes, ‘Big Bear’. Following this, the Indians presented a number of their tribal dances.” Glacier National Park, “Superintendent’s Annual Report – FY 1935,” 2. 103 “Today, for the first time in my life, I have seen Glacier Park. Perhaps I can best express to you my thrill and delight by saying that I wish every American, old and young, could have been with me today. The great mountains, the glaciers, the lakes and the trees make me long to stay here for all the rest of the summer. Comparisons are generally objectionable and yet it is not unkind to say, from the standpoint of scenery alone, that if many, and indeed most, of our American national parks were to be set down anywhere on the continent of Europe thousands of Americans would journey all the way across the ocean in order to see their beauties. There is nothing so American as our national parks. The scenery and wild life are native. The fundamental idea behind the parks is native. It is, in brief, that the country belongs to the people, that it is in the process of making for the enrichment of the lives of all of us. The parks stand as the outward symbol of this great human principle…. It took a bitter struggle to teach the country at large that our national resources are not inexhaustible and that, when public domain is stolen, a twofold injury is done, for it is a theft of the treasure of the present and at the same time bars the road of opportunity to the future…. We know, more and more, that the East has a stake in the West and the West has a stake in the East, that the Nation must and shall be considered as a whole and not as an aggregation of disjointed groups.” For a complete transcript of the radio broadcast, see Franklin D. Roosevelt, “Radio Address from Two Medicine Chalet, Glacier National Park” (August 5, 1934), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=14733. 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1983, and its 25th anniversary in 1958. The 75th anniversary celebration on June 27, 2008 was the first official public act of Glacier’s new superintendent, Chas Cartwright. “It is important that we take time,” Cartwright remarked, “to commemorate this milestone and celebrate the vision that helped create this engineering marvel, along with the remarkable workmanship, sacrifices, spirit of partnership and ongoing dedication to the preservation of this treasured ‘landmark in the sky.’”104 The ceremony—moved from Logan Pass to Lake McDonald Lodge at the last minute due to weather concerns—was attended by numerous dignitaries, including Montana Governor Brian Schweitzer; Blackfeet Tribal Chairman Earl Old Person; Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribal Chairman James Steele Jr.; Montana Senators Max Baucus and Jon Tester; and National Park Service Intermountain Director Mike Snyder. Also in attendance were a handful of people who had been present 75 years earlier for the dedication of road. Following a historical thread that connected Glacier National Park and the Flathead Reservation, the Missoulian and Char­Koosta News each published stories about Felicite McDonald, a Salish woman who attended the dedication as a ten‐year‐old child along with a delegation of forty Salish, Pend d’Oreille, and Kootenai singers and dancers.105 The day of festivities also included a barbeque, wood carving event, book signings, oral histories, cruises aboard classic boats, horseback rides, “Native American activities,” musical performances, and “food samplings of Native American dishes.” In addition to these events, the Glacier National Park Fund and the Glacier Association co‐sponsored an “Ode to the Road” poetry contest. The Hockaday Museum of Art in Kalispell organized an art exhibition, “Rails, Trail, and a Road,” and also auctioned off a Chinese silk painting, “Going to the Sun 2008,” by local artist Nancy Dunlop Cawdrey. During the planning stages, the anniversary was identified as an opportunity to celebrate the “interagency partnership between the Bureau of Public Roads and                                                         104 Glacier National Park Press Release, “Going‐to‐the‐Sun Road 75th Anniversary Celebrated June 27, 2008” (June 25, 2008). 105 Vince Devlin, “On the road again: Glacier National Park – and Felicite McDonald – celebrate day 75 years ago when a highway climbed to the sun,” Missoulian (June 27, 2008); B. L. Azure, “Glacier National Park’s Going‐to‐the‐Sun Road marks 75th anniversary,” Char­Koosta News (July 3, 2008). 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the National Park Service that began at Glacier National Park with the construction of the Sun Road.”106 Emphasizing these connections, the 2008 Superintendent’s Annual Report also noted that the GSR anniversary coincided with 25th anniversary of the Federal Lands Highway Program. The Federal Highway Administration and the National Park Service also viewed the 75th anniversary celebration in strategic terms: as a means “to offset potential negative public perception during the Sun Road rehabilitation.”107 The commemoration, in other words, might divert public attention from numerous inconveniences associated with the eight‐year comprehensive rehabilitation project.108 Ideally, the milestone anniversary would generate “positive news media coverage” and “positive public relations with agency officials, elected officials, civic leaders, park stakeholders, and the general public.”109 As predicted, the GSR anniversary received extensive coverage in the local media.  In addition to the anniversaries of the park and its iconic road, the third major commemoration has historically centered on Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park. Dedicated in 1932, the world’s first Peace Park celebrated its 25th anniversary in 1957, 50th anniversary in 1982, and 75th anniversary in 2007. Together, three events—the establishment of Glacier National Park and later Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park and the construction of Going‐to‐the‐Sun Road—comprise a sort of commemorative trilogy. Bursts of commemorative energy have surfaced at regular intervals throughout the life of the park—1932, 1933, 1935; 1957, 1958, 1960; 1982, 1983, 1985; 2007, 2008, 2010—extending Glacier’s “time of anniversary” such that it has become a perennial feature on the landscape. Examining the history of commemoration at Glacier National Park reveals a continuity of form. Despite spanning the better part of a century the various events have been remarkably consistent. This consistency suggests the formation of a commemorative template. The historical evidence sheds light on the depth of this template or “anniversary model,” as characterized by Superintendent Chas                                                         106 Glacier National Park, “Superintendent’s Annual Report – FY 2008,” 7. 107 Ibid. 108 The project was first outlined in the “Going‐to‐the‐Sun Road Rehabilitation Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement,” released in 2003. 109 Glacier National Park, “Superintendent’s Annual Report – FY 2008,” 7. 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Cartwright. The evidence also gives credence to Madison Grant’s concerns about the history of the park’s founding fading into a tradition. Despite the predictable nature of commemoration at the park, there have been occasional anomalies, which are significant because they indicate awareness of the limitations of the existing template, recognition that there are other ways of commemorating, and openness to experimentation. For example, a radio drama produced by the park for its 27th anniversary in 1937 clearly breaks from the commemorative mold. Close examination of this history reveals an implicit awareness of spatial and temporal bounding and, in certain cases, an explicit intervention in and experimentation with the processes of bounding.110 Two events, in particular, demonstrate the active experimentation with the processes of bounding in northwestern Montana. The first event, “The Days of Peace and Friendship,” was “established by the governments of Canada and the United States in 1987 to commemorate the long‐lasting peace and goodwill between the two countries.”111 Observed annually on July 2nd and 3rd along the international boundary separating Glacier National Park in Montana and Waterton Lakes National Park in Alberta, the timing of the event is key. “These dates join Canada Day on July 1st to United States Independence Day on July 4th.”112 The Days of Peace and Friendship thus accomplished temporally what Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park, established 55 years earlier, accomplished spatially. A telegram sent to the Associated Press in early May 1935 by Glacier’s superintendent provides additional evidence demonstrating how officials at Glacier and Waterton were attuned to the symbolic value of temporal overlap. Noting that the park’s upcoming silver anniversary coincided with the King and Queen of England’s silver                                                         110 Historic interpretation figured prominently in “Mission 66,” a ten‐year development program launched a decade prior to the National Park Service’s 50th Anniversary in 1966. At the time, regional historian John Hussey reflected on the shifting scale of interpretation in a presentation, “The Role of History in the National Park System.” “He declared in language that strikingly reflected the achievement of the NPS in establishing the supremacy of national history over a personal and local one that an appreciation of the nation’s past was effective in the ‘conquest of provincialism, the provincialism of self, the provincialism of place, the provincialism of time’” John Bodnar, Remaking 
America: Public Memory, Commemoration, and Patriotism in the Twentieth Century (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1992), 197. 111 Glacier National Park, “Superintendent’s Annual Report – FY 1988,” 2. 112 Ibid. 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anniversary, Superintendent Scoyen wrote: “Park officials attach more than ordinary significance to the coincidence in the dates as Glacier together with the Waterton Lakes Park in Canada has been set aside by acts of Congress and the Canadian Parliament as an International Peace Park to commemorate more than a century of peace between the great English speaking nations.”113  The second unusual event—a historical pageant‐drama, “Your Land Forever,” commemorating the Lewis and Clark sesquicentennial, the Council Grove Treaty centennial, and the U.S. Forest Service’s golden anniversary—was performed at Dornblaser Field in Missoula, Montana on August 12‐13, 1955. The pageant‐drama, sponsored by the Missoula Kiwanis Club, was unique among the dozens of pageants written and directed by Bert Hansen in that it focused not on a single anniversary but rather on multiple, overlapping anniversaries.114 Each of the three anniversaries, however, was relegated to its own episode in the pageant‐drama—thus leaving it up to the viewer to draw conclusions about possible relationships between the three historical narratives. In addition to the pageant‐drama, the Missoula Chamber of Commerce and a “Triple Celebration Central Committee” organized a “Lewis‐Clark Motorcade” on Sunday, August 14th. The auto caravan, sponsored by the Missoula Automobile Dealers Association, traveled from the county fairgrounds to the top of Lolo Pass on the Montana/Idaho border. Later that afternoon, a dedication ceremony was held in Missoula for the new Lewis and Clark Elementary School. Throughout the entire weekend visitors we encouraged to tour the “Indian Encampment” at Island Park, under the Higgins Avenue Bridge. “These original Americans (about 100) will be encamped on the Island for four days and have invited the public to visit their temporary homes during this stay for a nominal admission fee. Indians will be in native historical garb during their stay in Missoula and will be living in tepees and lodges which are duplicates of those used by their 
                                                        113 Telegram, E.T. Scoyen to Associated Press in Helena (May 4, 1935), box 54, folder 13, Glacier National Park Records, 1910‐1984, Glacier National Park Archives (GNPA). 114 Bert Hansen’s historical pageants are discussed in greater detail later in this chapter, within the context of the Montana Study. 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ancestors.”115 A souvenir program, featuring advertisements for the Missoula Brewing Company’s Highlander Beer and the Missoula Mercantile,116 also listed times for “Indian Ceremonial Dances” and Sunday Mass at the island encampment. On its own the legacy of commemoration at Glacier National Park is unremarkable. It alone does not shed new light on the politics of commemoration in settler colonial contexts. Its unique value emerges when the park’s history of commemoration is situated in relation to the history of commemoration on the Flathead Reservation. The spatial and temporal proximity of the two centennials does, I suggest, shed new light on the politics of commemoration in settler colonial contexts. Specifically, it demonstrates how commemoration, by partitioning time and also space, contributes to the “governance of the prior.”117 Commemoration adds a geographical dimension to this governance. As Derek Gregory observes, “The arts of memory have always turned on space and geography as much as on time and history.”118 The conjunction of the Glacier and Flathead centennials also reveals how power is exercised not just by silencing the past but also by managing its spatialization. In other words, hegemonic practices of commemoration suppress the volatility of the past and contain the violence of relatedness by limiting the reactants.119  
                                                        115 “Lewis and Clark Sesquicentennial, Council Grove Treaty Centennial, U.S. Forest Service 50th Birthday,” souvenir program, Missoula, MT, August 12‐14, 1955. 116 In its advertisement, the Missoula Mercantile declared: “We take extreme pride in our record of service to more than 4 generations of Montanans and join with our many, many friends in observing and celebrating the Lewis and Clark Sesquicentennial.” In the context of a “triple celebration,” the Mercantile’s decision to emphasis a single anniversary is striking. Given the Mercantile’s central role in advocating for and profiting from the opening of the Flathead Reservation, perhaps it is not surprisingly that they chose not to recognize the centennial of the Council Grove Treaty. For details on the Mercantile’s investment in the opening of the Flathead Reservation, see: Smith, “The Politics of Allotment on the Flathead Indian Reservation.” 117 Povinelli, “The Governance of the Prior.” 118 Gregory, The Colonial Present, 11. Gregory continues, “Its insistence on the importance of productions of space is axiomatic for a colonialism that was always as much about making other people’s geographies as it was about making other people’s histories.” 119 Michel‐Rolph Trouillot, Silencing the Past: Power and the Production of History (Boston, MA: Beacon Press, 1995). 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The Flathead Reservation’s Legacy of Commemoration  Like Glacier National Park, the Flathead Reservation has a long history of commemoration. Unlike Glacier, however, that history is not unified. The divisions that emerged during the Flathead centennial in 2010 have deep roots. An examination of the history of commemoration on the Flathead Reservation, therefore, must consider both the history of settler commemoration and also indigenous commemoration. In addition, it must reflect on how commemoration functions as a key site in the struggle between settler indigeneity and native indigeneity. Authored by the president of the Reservation Pioneers, The Fabulous 
Flathead was dedicated “to the pioneers and others who have made the Flathead Indian Reservation that Fabulous Flathead that it is today.”120 The preface included a brief statement about the Reservation Pioneers: “The primary purpose of our organization was to compile and perpetuate any and all historical data pertinent to the Flathead Indian Reservation.” The Polson‐Flathead Historical Museum, which hosted the 2010 Polson Centennial, describes itself as “a living, growing institution developed in the 1960’s by the Reservation Pioneers.”121 The concluding chapter of The Fabulous Flathead described the “Golden Jubilee,” a summer‐long commemoration of the 50th anniversary of the opening of the Flathead Reservation in 1960. “The golden jubilee celebrations by the different communities on the Reservation marked 50 years of development since the opening of the Reservation in 1910. These events brought out the finest of cooperative spirit among area residents.”122 The Golden Jubilee opened on June 12th with the Homestead Days parade in Hot Springs, which featured the original 1909 Allard stagecoach that shuttled prospective homesteaders from Ravalli to Polson just prior to the opening of the reservation. Subsequent Jubilee events included a “Man vs.                                                         120 The University of Montana’s copy of The Fabulous Flathead has been slightly modified. Inscribed beneath the title are the words: “Enthnocenturism to the MAX!” 121 Polson‐Flathead Historical Museum, accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.polsonflatheadmuseum.org/index.htm. 122 McAlear, The Fabulous Flathead, 215. 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Horse” race from Missoula to Polson, a picnic and barbecue at Moiese on June 25th, a parade in Ronan on July 31st, and the Missoula centennial parade on August 1st. The climax of celebration, according to McAlear, was the Golden Jubilee parade in Polson on August 20th and the reunion and picnic of Reservation Pioneers at the Polson country club the following day. Aware of its significance, non‐Pioneers nonetheless seemed less inclined to celebrate in 1960. Although Char­Koosta News published a story about the commemoration in late July, “Flatheads Join in Celebrating Golden Jubilee Events,” the Jubilee—despite the headline—was not actually referenced until the second to last paragraph.123 Instead, the lengthy editorial opened by noting that the 105th anniversary of the Hell Gate Treaty had been observed on July 16, 1960. Next, it detailed the most egregious violations of the treaty, which commenced almost as soon as the ink dried in 1855. The loss of customary hunting grounds in the Swan River, Blackfoot River, and Thompson River valleys was troubling. However, it paled in comparison to the anguish experienced by Chief Charlo and his band of Salish Indians, who resisted forced removal from the sacred Bitterroot Valley until 1891. The greatest indignity occurred when the promise of exclusive use of the Flathead Reservation for “as long as the grass grows and the water flows” was broken in 1910. The editorial also recounted a series of executive orders—establishing the National Bison Range, expanding the irrigation system, and creating federal wildlife refuges at Ninepipe and Pablo Reservoir—that were issued without consultation and in the face of tribal protest. The editorial slowly builds towards a discussion, beginning in the eighth paragraph, about the legacy of allotment and homesteading, which is characterized as an unfolding structure of invasion:   Now we come to an important part of the history of the Flathead Reservation, the opening of the Reservation to home‐steading of surplus lands to non‐Indians. This was an invasion of the whiteman again, against the wishes of the Indians and also over the protest of the Indians. The Indians were never 
                                                        123 “Flatheads Join in Celebrating Golden Jubilee Events,” Char­Koosta News, Vol. 4, No. 4 (June‐July, 1960), accessed June 20, 2013, http://content.lib.umt.edu/u?/charkoosta,5215. 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against the individual whiteman, but they were against the method in which all past actions have taken place.124    Due to the Flathead Reservation’s unusual degree of “integration,” the editorial notes the persistence of “hard feelings” among non‐Indians, particularly in relation to the school system and tax situation. Attempting to clear up some basic misconceptions about taxes, the editorial also re‐affirms the tribes’ cooperative spirit. Near the end, it describes a recent meeting in Polson, convened by the Lake County Taxpayers Association, to address the problem of “Indians on welfare.” The editorial notes that Superintendent Charles Spencer along with other Council members showed up unannounced “and brought out some points the Lake County Taxpayers Association did not know a thing about.”125 The editorial concludes with a suggestion that the Golden Jubilee—as a moment of collective reflection and reassessment—be used to forge an alternative, more just, future on the reservation: “We have now been here together 50 years and we have our problems. A lot of us have seen and can still see racial prejudice in our schools and elsewhere. Let’s just say it is not as bad as other places, perhaps it is even unnoticeable to some. Let’s build on our Golden Jubilee year to make this a better home for all of us.”126 In contrast, The Fabulous Flathead concludes on a more fatalistic note, demonstrating a surprising lack of will and imagination. “How the next 52 years can bring a greater change is difficult for us Pioneers to visualize. But here are best wishes for peace, health and happiness to all, and to all good luck, and may God bless you. We hope that you have like our book, ‘The Fabulous Flathead.’”127 Ronald Trosper criticizes The Fabulous Flathead in his dissertation, “The Economic Impact of the Allotment Policy on the Flathead Indian Reservation,” which explores connections between the shape of development on the Flathead Reservation and allotment policies. “The book ignores the distribution of the costs of the ‘unlimited development’ of the reservation,” Trosper argues. “One would not                                                         124 Ibid. 125 Ibid. 126 Ibid. 127 McAlear, The Fabulous Flathead, 218. 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know that the Indians on the reservation are poor, nor that the whites are not all that rich, to read The Fabulous Flathead.”128 Trosper also notes the book’s tendency to focus on discrete events as opposed to broader contexts. “Although it has little interpretation, being primarily a collection of events, the book identifies the start of development on the reservation with the events subsequent to 1910.”129 Trosper’s criticism of The Fabulous Flathead resonates with Hoxie’s observation that commemorations “are, almost by definition, celebrations of tiny events and obscure details.”130 A Golden Jubilee Pageant, “Ronan: 1910‐1960,” was performed in Ronan, Montana on July 29‐31, 1960. Written and produced by Bert Hansen to mark the fiftieth anniversary of the opening of the Flathead Reservation, the historical pageant told the story of Ronan’s role in the growth and development of the reservation. The three‐act pageant was narrated by “an old‐time, long‐haired Indian who is looking back through the years with a philosophical sense of understanding of what had happened.”131 Set inside Washington Governor Isaac Steven’s tent on the bank of the Clark’s Fork River, the opening scene recounted the tense negotiations that preceded the signing of the Council Grove Treaty and the creation of the Flathead Reservation in 1855. Stevens pleaded with a recalcitrant Chief Victor to remove from the Bitterroot Valley:    We have made mistakes here and there, but so did your ancestors and so might the race of Mongolia who might come over here some day, and take all of this land over as their own. Who can tell! Things like that have happened for countless generations. You understand, Victor?132    The first act included other scenes that chronicled the history of Ronan prior to 1910, including the first school, the great buffalo round‐up, and the naming of Ronan Springs after former superintendent Major Peter Ronan. The second act 
                                                        128 Trosper, “The Economic Impact of the Allotment Policy on the Flathead Indian Reservation,” 66. 129 Ibid, 65. 130 Hoxie and Nelson, Lewis and Clark and the Indian Country, 4. 131 Bert Hansen, “Ronan: 1910‐1960,” Golden Jubilee Pageant, souvenir script, July 29‐31, 1960, 3. 132 Ibid, 7. 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focused on 1910—the opening of the reservation and the founding of Ronan. The act’s first scene attempted “to show the careful and friendly way in which this so‐called stampede was carried on around Ronan, as it was in all other places where unallotted land was available to white settlers on the Flathead Reservation.”133 “Many Indians,” the prologue noted, “felt that the ‘tribal status’ of the reservation was not conducive to the development of the individual.”134 Other scenes in the second act described the incorporation of Ronan and first mayoral election in 1912, as well as the fires that devastated the town later that same year. The third act focused on the effects of the opening of a Northern Pacific Railroad spur line from Dixon to Ronan in 1918. The final scene dramatized some of the common misunderstandings after 1910 between Indians and non‐Indians on the Flathead Reservation, particularly those relating to supplemental allotment and land acts passed in 1920 and 1934. In an effort to conclude on an optimistic note, the pageant drama exaggerated the degree of social cohesion on the reservation and brushed aside over fifty years of simmering conflict and antagonism.    Thus throughout the years the people of the Flathead Reservation, both Indian and non‐Indian, have prospered not only in terms of an increasingly more vital use of the land but in terms of social and economic harmony. The people of the Flathead Valley love their country not only for the beauty of the mountains, streams, and lakes, but for the deep sense of pleasure they get from living together.135   “Ronan: 1910‐1960” was not the first historical pageant commissioned by white settlers on the Flathead Reservation. Seven years earlier, Bert Hansen staged another outdoor pageant in Polson. “Years of Conflict” was performed on August 8‐9, 1953 on the occasion of Polson’s centennial.136 The pageant consisted of five episodes arranged in reverse‐chronological order: The Homesteader (1910); The                                                         133 Ibid, 21 134 Ibid, 21. 135 Hansen, “Ronan,” 45. Later in the scene, the narrator stated, “Yes, the Indian is better off since the white man came. Anyway, we cannot change it. The Indian can no longer live, except as the white man lives, because he has forgotten how he lived before the white man came.” 136 Cadotte’s Pass, just southeast of Polson, served as the hub of the territorial government after Congress established Washington Territory on September 24, 1853. Hansen, “Ronan,” 13. 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Arrival of Governor Stevens (1853); Christianity and the Indian (1846); David Thompson the Explorer (1812); and Indian Legends (1753). The Official Souvenir Program, which included a detailed synopsis of the five episodes, declared: “The history of Polson and the Flathead Lake area is the story of the lives of pioneers who were lured here by the promise of a prosperous and a happy way of life amid surroundings of more than usual scenic beauty and sheltered by the majestic peaks of the Mission range of mountains.”137 An opening dedication acknowledged the vital contribution of “Old‐timers, Pioneers, and Founding Fathers of our Flathead,” who set a valuable precedent for contemporary settlers through their “spirit of adventure and exploration.”138 The dedication also articulated a vision for how commemoration might shape the present‐day lives of settlers on the reservation.    To history you belong, but to us your memory is ever green and fresh. May our picture of your days and lives prove true and inspire us to greater efforts in honor of you, our loved ones.139    Sprinkled throughout the program and reinforced through dramatic interpretation were a few moments of critical self‐reflection. In an effort to explain Chief Charlot’s seemingly contradictory attitude towards whites, manifest in “good will” combined with “a hearty dislike,” the pageant’s authors reasoned:    It should be remembered: few, if any, of the government’s obligations to the Indians, provided for in this treaty, were ever fulfilled. This gave rise to dissention among the Indians and the rebellious attitude of Chief Charlo. But this was through no fault of Governor Stevens. [...] The white man’s conduct toward his redskin neighbor has only too often been the product of heartless contempt, dishonesty and inventive rapacity. Charlot, though an Indian to the core, was endowed with a remarkably keen sense of what was just, fair and honest.140                                                          137 Bert Hansen, “Years of Conflict,” Polson’s Centennial Celebration, official souvenir program (August 8‐9, 1953), 1. 138 Ibid, 1. 139 Ibid, 1. 140 Ibid, 2, 4. 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The pageant’s unique prologue—an allegory of westward expansion—created space for an imaginative engagement with the past and, to a degree, also cultivated receptivity to self‐analysis. An elderly man, among the first to homestead on the Flathead Reservation in 1910, observed a group of young boys playing a game of “space‐soldier” on a nearby hill.  Wielding “ray guns” and “space units,” a small contingent of “Interplanetary Police” struggled valiantly to ward off an attack by “Mars Invaders.” “The country is beautiful, but how backward the village looks,” declared the leader of the Mars Invaders, just prior to being ambushed by the Police.141 Eventually all but three of the Invaders are killed. “These earthmen are superior,” admitted the leader of the fallen brigade upon surrender.  A conversation with the old man, grandfather to one of the boys, ensued at the conclusion of the battle. Despite proclaiming an interest only in a “war of the universe,” not “world wars,” the boys peppered the old man with general questions about the function of warfare and specific questions about his experience fighting in the two world wars.     BOY: What do you think, granddad? Has there always been wars, and will there always be wars, do you think?  OLD MAN: Yes, I suppose one would say—there have always been wars—at least, conflicts between men—and unless you youngsters, when you grow up can think of some remedy no men before you have ever thought of—I suppose there will be more wars.  BOY: What do wars do for people, granddad?  OLD MAN: Well, not very much, I’m afraid. They may change the economic, social, and cultural ways of men somewhat, but as far as nature is concerned very little, actually, is changed. The lake and the islands, the mountains, the river, and the sunset as seen from the skyline are the same now as they were, and as they will be. War does not even change men, really, and one cannot stand on ‘top of the world’ without feeling, even knowing within oneself, that life is eternal and that even wars are small things that, while they disturb men they are, in terms of the everlasting life, really of no consequence. So go ahead and conquer this universe of yours, this Mars.                                                          141 Ibid, 1. 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BOY: What did you conquer, granddad?  OLD MAN: I? Well, the lake country, I guess. But not in a fierce, wild war like you play. I came here in 1910 when it was virgin country, and my job along with other pioneers, was to conquer the land for purposes of the production of food and more food for men to eat. Of course, I was thinking chiefly of establishing a home for myself, because I liked the country.142   The history of commemoration on the Flathead Reservation is far more complex than at Glacier National Park. This is due in large part to the fact that the reservation supports two distinct and highly segregated commemorative traditions—settler commemoration and indigenous commemoration. Indigenous practices that function as both commemoration and non‐commemoration further contribute to the complexity.  Rather than offer different perspectives on shared histories, indigenous commemoration on the reservation has highlighted different histories and marked other anniversaries. The 140th anniversary of the Baker Massacre in 2010, the 100th anniversary of the Swan Massacre in 2008, the 25th anniversary of the Mission Mountains Tribal Wilderness and the 30th anniversary of Salish Kootenai College in 2007, the 150th anniversary of the signing of the Hellgate and Lame Bull Treaties in 2005, and the 125th anniversary of the signing of Treat 7 in 2002 received far less attention than both the Flathead centennial and, in particular, Glacier’s centennial. However, the events they commemorate are arguably just significant in terms of shaping the present‐day landscape of the northern Rockies. The Arlee Powwow, which celebrated its 110th anniversary in 2008, is an example of an event that functions as both commemoration and non‐commemoration. Traditional Indian dances, including powwows, were illegal for many years. In the 1890s the Bureau of Indian Affairs and Peter Ronan, the Flathead                                                         142 Hansen, “Years of Conflict,” 2. The Old Man’s response evokes Cole Harris’s observations about the “principal momentum” of settler colonialism. “Combine capital’s interest in uncluttered access to land and settlers’ interest in land as livelihood, and the principal momentum of settler colonialism comes into focus.” Harris continues, “The momentum to dispossess derived primarily from the interest of capital in profit and of settlers in getting somewhat ahead in the world, both interests, in a new colony where land was the principal resource, dependent on the acquisition of land.” Harris, “How Did Colonialism Dispossess?,” 179. 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Indian Agent, used the threat of Army intervention to suppress traditional dances. “The Bureau of Indian Affairs found it difficult to argue that it should be illegal to celebrate the Fourth of July.”143 According to Joe McDonald, president emeritus of Salish Kootenai College, the BIA agreed to the tribes’ request to hold a “Fourth of July Celebration,” thinking “This is good. They’re finally coming around.”144  There is a precedent on the reservation for a different kind of commemoration. The next section examines the Montana Study (1944‐47), particularly Bert Hansen’s historical pageants, and also Johnny Arlee’s Pageant, “The Salish and Pend d’Oreille People Meet the Lewis and Clark Expedition” (2002) for clues as to how we might construct more critical forms of commemoration that enable us to confront structures of settler colonialism.  
The Montana Study  Today, a cluster of small structures is visible from Highway 93 north of St. Ignatius on the Flathead Reservation. A lone historical marker on the shoulder of the highway calls motorists’ attention to the log buildings sitting a half‐mile east of the road, which are all that remain of Fort Connah. (Figure 6.5) Established in 1846, the fort was part of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s vast network of trading posts. It was also the last post the company built within the boundaries of the United States.145 Listed on the National Register of Historic Places, the fort is now believed to be the oldest standing building in Montana and the Fort Connah Restoration Society sponsors a semi‐annual rendezvous at the site.146 In addition to describing the history of Fort Connah, the interpretive sign offers a brief commentary on subsequent developments. “The Mission Valley was thrown open for settlement in 1910. Prior to that time it was almost entirely virgin prairie, unplowed, unfenced                                                         143 Johnny Arlee, Over a Century of Moving with the Drum (Pablo, MT: Salish Kootenai College Press, 1998) 4. 144 Vince Devlin, “Allotment Act placed Indians in unfamiliar territory,” Missoulian (September 25, 2010). 145 Fort Connah Restoration Society, “Fort Connah,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://fortconnah.info/. 146 Jenna Cederberg, “Restoration society hosts biannual gathering at historic Fort Connah trading post,” Missoulian (August 19, 2012). 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and beautiful to see. You rode a saddle horse to get places. Some people wish it were still like that today.”147 On July 4‐5, 1947, more than eight thousand people gathered near Fort Connah to witness the outdoor pageant, “A Tale of the Shining Mountains (Skol‐loomts Ska‐kel Whoo‐zo‐zoot),” which marked the one hundredth anniversary of the fort’s establishment at Post Creek.148 Relating the “true story of a hundred years of white and Indian relations” in northwestern Montana, the pageant‐drama was the culmination of months of intensive dialogue and rehearsals by residents from the small reservation towns of Arlee and Dixon.149 The St. Ignatius Post reported that the spectators “were conscious of the fact that they were seeing something out of the ordinary.”   It is often said that one generation knows very little about how the generation ahead of it lived and felt. This seemed especially true of the folks living in the Flathead valley today where the broad fields, oiled highway, myriads of canals, great numbers of dairy cattle, and the homes and hamlets are things of the moment. The pageant revealed this land’s yesteryears and super‐imposed them on the present.150   “A Tale of the Shining Mountains” was one of a handful of historical pageants that were produced as part of the ambitious and multifaceted Montana Study, a three‐year project (1944‐47) funded primarily by the Rockefeller Foundation, which 
                                                        147 The sign also states, “Construction of the last Hudson Bay Trading Post, within the present borders of the United States, was started here in 1846, and was completed in 1847 by Angus McDonald. Angus originally named the fort ‘Connen’ after a river valley in his Scottish homeland, but later changed it to Connah for easier pronunciation by the Salish, Kootenai, Pend d’Oreille and other Indians in the area. Fort Connah was built about ½ mile east of here and remained an important trading center for the Indians until the U.S. Government forced the British owned company to abandon the post in 1871. At its height, Fort Connah consisted of only three buildings. The store house is the only original structure that still survives. […] Many descendants of Angus McDonald still live in the Mission Valley.” 148 Lokensgard, Bert Hansen’s Use of the Historical Pageant as a Form of Persuasion, 48. 149 Richard Waverly Poston, Small Town Renaissance: A Story of the Montana Study (New York: Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1950), 182. 150 “8000 People See Thrilling Centennial Pageant‐Drama,” St. Ignatius Post (July 10, 1947), box 5, folder 15, Mss 233, Montana Study Research Collection, 1943‐1954, Mansfield Library, Archives & Special Collections, University of Montana, Missoula. Cited in Poston, Small Town Renaissance, 182‐83. 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sought to empower rural communities throughout Montana.151 In essence, the study was an experiment in adult and community education, founded on the belief that learning is a lifelong endeavor. The Montana Study remains problematic for a variety of reasons, which I discuss below. Nonetheless, it established an important regional precedent for a fundamentally different kind of commemoration. By foregrounding questions about justice, reconciliation, diversity, and democracy, the Montana Study demanded more from practices of commemoration. As such, the distinctive manner in which it attempted to superimpose the past on the present is worth considering in relation to the politics of commemoration in settler colonial contexts. Aside from Carla Homstad and Philip Nelson’s recent reappraisals, surprisingly little has been written about the Montana Study since Richard Waverly Poston’s definitive account, Small Town Renaissance: A Story of the Montana Study, was published in 1950, three years after the study concluded.152 The experimental study, according to Homstad, was designed to address concerns about population flight from Montana’s rural towns and to “stabilize and enrich the quality of life” in these communities. It sought to make them both economically viable and culturally appealing. The short‐term objective of the Montana Study was to provide material assistance to the state’s small towns and to facilitate rural cultural revitalization. The long‐term goal, however, was more far‐reaching. The study aimed to strengthen “American democracy by bolstering its mainstay, the American small town.”153 Baker Brownell, a philosophy professor on leave from Northwestern University, directed the Montana Study. He was assisted by David Stevens, director of the Rockefeller Foundation Humanities Division, Arthur E. Morgan, former director of the Tennessee Valley Authority, Paul Meadows, Northwestern University 
                                                        151 Philip J. Nelson, “Community Dreaming in the Rural Northwest: The Montana Study, 1944‐47,” 
Great Plains Quarterly, Vol. 19, No. 4 (Fall 1999). 152 Carla Homstad, “Two Roads Diverged: A Look Back at the Montana Study,” Montana: The Magazine 
of Western History, Vol. 53, No. 3 (Autumn 2003), 16‐29; Poston, Small Town Renaissance. See also Wallace C. Lewis, In the Footsteps of Lewis and Clark: Early Commemorations and the Origins of the 
National Historic Trail (Boulder: University Press of Colorado, 2010), 117‐124; Nelson, “Community Dreaming in the Rural Northwest.” 153 Homstad, “Two Roads Diverged,” 18. 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sociologist, and Ernest O. Melby, chancellor of the University of Montana system. These men agreed that the arts and humanities had an important role to play in improving community life in rural Montana.154 Indeed, the Montana Study can be seen as an effort to bring the humanities to the people.155 Melby, in particular, expressed concern about the kneejerk turn to economic determinism as a means of explaining social ills. Local and regional problems, he believed, were more than just economic. The decline of family farms in the postwar years and the attendant migration of rural residents to cities resulted, by Melby’s estimation, in a “lack of independence in political and social thought.” The erosion of self‐reliance, characterized by these demographic trends, made it easier for people to be “herded politically.”156 In contrast, the “open spaces” of rural Montana cultivated certain “qualities of mind and heart,” which possessed value beyond the region. The organizers of the Montana Study believed, in other words, that the project would contribute not only to the improvement of rural life in Montana but also to “our national life,” by introducing “a stabilizing influence” and acting as a counterweight to what was lacking in the cities. Healthy small towns were seen as necessary antidotes to a modern and centralized mass society.  Joseph Kinsey Howard, a muckraking journalist hired by Brownell to be part of the Montana Study’s field staff, felt the project could serve as a bulwark against the state’s colonial economy and empower its citizens to protect themselves against 
                                                        154 Timothy Lehman writes, “Making small towns both interesting and viable was not merely a technical matter but also required a focus on the intellectual life, the arts and humanities, of the local culture. The way to do this, Brownell believed, was to form study groups that would work as ‘the modern version of the town meeting.’ Representing the entire community, and pursuing no partisan or ideological objective, the Montana Study researchers would inventory available cultural resources, discuss local history, analyze community problems, and create means for increasing the intellectual vitality of small towns. Nothing less than the future of American democracy was at stake, Brownell contended, for without revitalization in the countryside, ‘the democratic community and functional family will continue to decline in American life.’” Timothy Lehman, “Wrong Side Up: Joseph Kinsey Howard and the Wisdom of the Dispossessed,” in Michael C. Steiner (ed.), Regionalists on the Left: 
Radical Voices from the American West (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 2013), 220. 155 “In an era in which bigger was considered better, Melby pushed mass educational institutions to be accountable toward local and regional cultural needs.” Nelson, “Community Dreaming in the Rural Northwest,” 261. 156 Homstad, “Two Roads Diverged,” 20‐21. 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further exploitation by outside corporate interests.157 The Montana Study was designed to offset the pressures of urbanization and to counter the “growing cultural hegemony of urban over rural areas, as well as regional dominance of East over West.”158 The crisis in rural communities was already acute by the end of the Second World War and many expected the situation to worsen without intervention. Organizers of the Montana Study were thus motivated by a growing sense of urgency. For example, Brownell wrote, “In richness of life, in cultural integrity and self‐reliance, [the rural regions] now are probably lower than at any time in our history.”159 Reflecting on the state of rural America during the postwar years, Bert B. Hansen added, “Never has the small community seemed as barren of honest, courageous, and vigorous leadership as it does at the present time.”160 To counteract these trends, the Montana Study featured a “study‐group process” that was designed to promote self‐reflection and community empowerment.161 With the help of professional facilitators, residents from participating towns were encouraged to collectively research community histories and to analyze local economic and social problems. The process was predicated on a belief that small town neighborliness, particularly face‐to‐face interaction, was necessary to produce a vital sense of belonging and civic responsibility.                                                         157 Howard, Montana: High, Wide, and Handsome. See also Lehman, “Wrong Side Up,” 220‐21. “Advocating a blend of adult education and public humanities, [Howard] urged the entire state ‘to become one vast university in which all of you are teachers or research students.’” Lehman, “Wrong Side Up,” 221. Echoing Howard, historian Philip Nelson writes, “Observing that the West might free itself from its traditional ‘colonial’ status only to lose its way in the developing national society, a handful of small community reformers challenged the direction of mass culture by tapping into the neo‐Jeffersonian, decentralist, adversarial tradition. From this intellectual base, they posed an alternative vision of modernity based on the idea of the progressive small community, which in the West found its most noteworthy expression in the Montana Study. In essence these reformers tried to do for the small town and rural West something akin to what the war was doing for urban areas, while rejecting the technocratic, urbanized, centralized nature of modern society.” Nelson, “Community Dreaming in the Rural Northwest,” 258. 158 Nelson, “Community Dreaming in the Rural Northwest,” 258. 159 Baker Brownell, “The College and the Community,” Journal of Higher Education, Vol. XVII (June 1946), 296. 160 Bert B. Hansen, “An Evaluation of the Montana Study,” The Journal of Higher Education, Vol. 20, No. 1 (January 1949), 20. 161 The Montana Study’s pedagogical approach grew out of an earlier project, Northern Plains Studies, which was also sponsored by the Rockefeller Foundation. This project’s shortcomings, chronicled in The Northern Plains in a World of Change, inspired the humanistic approach that characterized the Montana Study. Homstad, “Two Roads Diverged,” 18‐20. 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 The members of this group will sit around a table together and try to acquaint themselves with their own community and its problems. They will be persons of different beliefs, different occupations, different training, but they will study the common problems of their community and try to act cooperatively towards their solution. So long as people will talk together as neighbors in the communities of America the democratic way of life will endure.162   Over the course of three years, from September 1944 through July 1947, fifteen rural communities located mostly in western Montana participated in the Montana Study.163 The tiny town of Lonepine launched the first study group in January 1945. A study guide developed by Brownell, Howard, and Meadows, Life in 
Montana, was used to lead participants in the pilot group through a series of ten topics over a ten‐week period.164 At the first weekly meeting, for example, participants were asked to reflect on why they lived in Lonepine and whether it was by choice. In addition, they were asked if the community was changing in any important ways. By the fifth week, study group participants were pondering the meanings of modernism as manifest in their community.165  The Montana Study regarded Stevensville, a small town in the heart of the scenic Bitterroot Valley, as the “chief center of experimental field work,” due in part to its “living and proud record of social disintegration.” “All the evils of the decaying small community life have settled upon Stevensville,” Hansen observed. “It is a town in which either you belong or you do not.” According to Hansen, “Those who do are conservative, complacent, and quite satisfied to let well enough alone. They dislike anything that stirs their imagination or that requires energy.” Hansen was not surprised, therefore, that “there was some ‘name‐calling,’ based on an idea that any                                                         162 Baker Brownell, Joseph K. Howard, and Paul Meadows, Life in Montana: As Seen in Lonepine, A 
Small Community (Missoula, MT: University Press, 1945), 3. 163 Participating towns included Lonepine, Dixon, Arlee, Libby, Darby, Hamilton, Stevensville, Woodman, Victor, Conrad, and Lewiston. 164 Brownell, Howard, and Meadows, Life in Montana. Each chapter of the guide focused on a different topic or question: “Why We Are Here,” “Our Town and Its People,” “Our Town and Our Work,” “Our Town and Our State,” “Montana, A Place to Live,” “Montana and Our Nation,” “The Future of Montana,” “The Future of Our Town in Relation to Its People,” “How To Make Life Better in Our Town,” and “What We Have Accomplished.” 165 Poston, Small Town Renaissance, 195‐96. 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discussion group concerned with human welfare was radical.” Precisely because of this resistance, Hansen believed Stevensville was an ideal host and a “real test” for the Montana Study.166 Although the long‐term effects of the project are difficult to measure, the Montana Study did succeed in overcoming some of these initial suspicions. The residents of Stevensville, for example, chose to organize a special third‐year discussion series focused on land use and they continued to stage historical pageants after the Study formally concluded.  The study‐group process outlined in Life in Montana comprised the first phase of the Montana Study. The second phase, undertaken by seven of the fifteen study groups, focused on the “artistic and appreciative aspects of life in Montana, including the graphic arts, literature, music, and folk interests in general.”167 Elaborate historical pageants, such as “A Tale of the Shining Mountains,” were the signature outcome of this “more action‐oriented” second phase.168 These performances were an extension of an earlier era of pageantry.169 As historian David Glassberg notes, “In the Progressive Era the historical pageant became the characteristic way civic officials sought to give public definition to a collective historical consciousness.”170 In contrast to Progressive Era pageantry, which often emphasized “historical continuities between generations” over social conflicts, the Montana Study employed historical pageants to more progressive ends. Rather than shying away from contentious aspects of a community’s history, the Montana Study critically embraced them.171                                                          166 Hansen, “An Evaluation of the Montana Study,” 22. 167 Brownell, Howard, and Meadows, Life in Montana, 3. 168 Homstad, “Two Roads Diverged,” 23. 169 Historian Wallace Lewis reviews the history of Progressive Era pageantry in relation to the origin of the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail. Lewis, In the Footsteps of Lewis and Clark, 117‐124. Lewis cites, for example, the The Pageant and Masque of St. Louis (1914); The Pageant of the 
Northwest (1914), written by Frederick Kock at the University of North Dakota; Laura Tolman Scott’s pageant on August 30, 1915 at unveiling of the Daughters of the American Revolution’s Sacajawea plaque in Armstead, Montana; Joe Ryburn’s pageant in Dillon, Montana (1955); and Vio Mae Powell’s 
Salmon River Saga in Salmon, Idaho on August 20‐21, 1955. In addition, Lewis highlights scholars of Progressive Era pageantry such as David Glassberg, Naima Prevots, Catherine Cocks, and Carla Homstad. 170 David Glassberg, “History and the Public: Legacies of the Progressive Era,” The Journal of American 
History, Vol. 73, No. 4 (March 1987), 965. 171 Glassberg writes, “The distillation of the town’s past, present, and future into two hours of dramatic sketches reenacting familiar scenes from local history, held together by interludes of music 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Working in collaboration with study group participants, Hansen played a key role in developing these pageants or “rehearsed sociodramas.” A longtime speech professor at Montana State University in Missoula, who believed in the possibility of “community unification through dramaturgy,” Hansen served as an “Associate in Community Work” for the Montana Study.172 “An annual historical pageant in which a community looked at its past in a genuinely analytical and critical way over a number of years could do much to integrate community life,” Hansen argued.173 In contrast, the professor eschewed “colorful spectacle” and un‐reflexive glorification of the past in which “truth is sacrificed for effect, realism for sentimentality, simplicity for tomfoolery, and trained judgment for enthusiasm.”174 With this in mind, Hansen was careful to differentiate between historical pageantry and sociodrama. The latter, he believed, could be a “theatrically effective medium for truthful community expression.”175 Moreover, sociodrama would cultivate ideals such “common interest in community welfare” and a “feeling of belonging,” which were essential to “wholesome community living” and a functioning democracy.176 Over the course of his long career, Hansen produced dozens of sociodramas and historical pageants, the majority of which were developed and performed after the Montana Study concluded in 1947.177 “A Tale of the Shining Mountains” (1947) is an                                                         and dance, emphasized historical continuities between generations over dislocations and conflicts.” Glassberg, “History and the Public,” 970. 172 Hansen worked as a speech professor at Montana State University in Missoula from 1948‐65. Montana State University is known today as the University of Montana, Missoula. 173 Bert B. Hansen, “A Tale of the Bitter Root: Pageantry as Sociodrama,” Quarterly Journal of Speech, Vol. 23, No. 2 (April 1947), 162. 174 Ibid. 175 Hansen, “A Tale of the Bitter Root,” 162. Reflecting on the difference between historical pageantry and socio‐drama, Wallace Lewis argues, “The [latter] method was intended, at least in part, to foster community identity and not just be a vehicle for the perfunctory celebration of past events.” Lewis, In 
the Footsteps of Lewis and Clark, 117. 176 Hansen, “A Tale of the Bitter Root,” 162. 177 In addition to Montana, where Hansen produced twenty‐seven pageants, he also worked in Colorado, Kansas, and Wyoming. All told, Hansen produced more than fifty pageants in four states. A list of Hansen’s major Montana pageants includes: “Corridor of an Empire” (Three Forks, 1950); “As the Water Flows” (Missoula, 1950); “Two Captains West” (Three Forks, 1951); “Homeward Bound” (Three Forks, 1952); “Move Over, Indian” (Missoula, 1951, 1957); “Winning the Wild High Border” (Cut Bank, 1952); “This Is Our Land” (Conrad, 1953); “Years of Conflict” (Polson, 1953); “The Mysterious Marias Pass on the Wild High Border” (Cut Bank, 1953); “One Hundred Years of Achievement” (Saint Ignatius, 1954); “As Long as the Sun Shines” (Missoula, 1954); “Outward Bound” (Three Forks, 1955); “Your Land Forever” (Missoula, 1955); “Cow Country to Cattle Capital” (Miles 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example of a sociodrama—produced collaboratively with study group participants—whereas “Years of Conflict” (1953) and “Ronan: 1910‐1960” (1960) are examples of historical pageants, written exclusively by Hansen. Throughout his career, Hansen consistently emphasized process over product. For him the means by which a sociodrama was developed were far more important than the actual performance. “Rehearsed sociodrama is a special kind of community drama,” Hansen stated. “It must not, however, be confused with either regional or folk drama. Rehearsed sociodrama is not an art form. The drama is never an end in itself; it is always a means to an end. If the drama becomes an end product then it ceases to be a sociodrama.”178 In Hansen’s mind, therefore, the success of the performance was “always secondary to its success as a community enterprise.”179 Elsewhere, Hansen wrote,   The episodes were to be expressions of conflicting ideas about the welfare of the community as that welfare was related to the past, the present, and the hope for the future. The drama was not to be an end in itself, but a means to an end. That is to say, the purpose of the drama was not entertainment alone but the exploration and analysis of the community’s resources in human terms. It presented also, either directly or indirectly, a solution to economic, social, and cultural maladjustments that the exploration and analysis disclosed. The fundamental purpose in all cases was catharsis.180   Hansen also believed that the entertainment and analytical value of sociodramas was heightened through historical and geographic accuracy. “Living, realistic drama” performed in “the actual setting of the events enacted,” he asserted, ensured that “the story seemed to be the truth it was, and not the whimsical display of theatrical affectations such as we have come to associate with the word, pageant.”181 In some cases, direct descendants were cast as historical characters. 
                                                        City, 1959); “I Lift My Eyes Unto the Hills” (Arlee, 1959); “Steamboating to Fort Benton” (Fort Benton, 1960); “Ronan: 1910‐1960” (Ronan, 1960); “From Buffalo Bones to Sonic Boom” (Glasgow, 1962).  178 Bert B. Hansen, “Sociodrama in a Speech Communication Program,” Western Speech, Vol. XI (April 1947), 4. 179 Hansen, “A Tale of the Bitter Root,” 165. 180 Hansen, “An Evaluation of the Montana Study,” 21. 181 Hansen, “A Tale of the Bitter Root.” 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Chief Paul Charlot, for instance, played the part of his grandfather, Chief Charlot, in the 1946 pageant in Stevensville, “A Tale of the Bitter Root.”  Six sociodramas were produced during the final two years of the Montana Study. The first one, “Darby Looks at Itself,” was performed in the town of Darby on December 7, 1945. Befitting a lumber town facing a steady decline in harvestable timber and in need of reinvention, the pageant was described as “a kind of modern morality show depicting the conflict between traditional practices of wastefully exploiting natural resources, and the modern scientific use of resources by careful planning.”182 Reflecting on Darby’s pageant, Brownell reiterated that community ownership was more important than polished production. Thus, he described the pageant as “crude […] according to the refinements and snobberies of much professionalized art.”183 “It will be pretty corny,” he admitted, “but their own, both in writing and action.”184 A second pageant, “A Tale of the Bitter Root,” was staged the following summer in Stevensville, the oldest settler community in western Montana. On August 18, 1946, 2,500 people—more than three times the population of the town—gathered at the rodeo grounds for the performance. The Stevensville Register reported, “The immense crowd, which came from all sections of the Bitter Root valley, from Missoula to Ross Hole, sat with wrapped attention for two hours as the fast moving pageant‐drama, in four episodes, depicted outstanding events in early Bitter Root history.”185 These events included the arrival of Father Pierre‐Jean                                                         182 Poston, Small Town Renaissance, 55. 183 Homstad, “Two Roads Diverged,” 25. 184 Ibid. 185 “Historic Pageant‐Drama Drew An Immense Crowd,” Stevensville Register (August 22, 1946), 
Montana Study, Volume 2. Montana Historical Society Research Center, Helena (MHSRC). The newspaper continued, “It was spectacular and carried a sequence of historic incidents with a compelling force and sustained interest throughout the presentation. The spectators faced a forest setting with Indian tepees here and there among the pine trees. Smoke curled from the tepees and campfires burned. In front of these the action took place. As the actors moved through their roles in pantomime, voices over the loud speaking system spoke the lines with such effect that many in the audience failed to detect the technique that was being used and associated the voices direct with the actors. A chorus and orchestra supported the pageant‐drama action throughout the presentation and effective color was added by the Selish Indians, in full regalia, who took part. They were direct descendants of the Indians who lived here at the time of the pageant‐drama incidents. […] The production this year was written by local people and produced by them, exclusively, with the exception of the assistance of some 27 Indians from the Flathead reservation. Chairman Buck says 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DeSmet and other “Black Robes” in 1841, the closure of the St. Mary’s Mission in 1850, Stevensville’s emergence as the valley’s primary trading hub, and the 1891 removal of the Bitterroot Salish Indians to the Jocko (Flathead) Reservation.186 The Stevensville pageant was the first to deal explicitly with the contentious history of native/settler relations. “Stevensville residents had never, publically, acknowledged, together with the Native people, the intricacies of their forefathers’ relations,” writes historian Stephenie Tubbs. “This time the injustice of the Salish people’s story of forced removal from the homeland came to life…”187 Researched and written entirely by a committee of Stevensville residents, including “a Harvard graduate, a day laborer, a college student, and the wife of a cattle ranch foreman,” the pageant, Hansen insisted, “dealt realistically, truthfully, and without elaborate overtones, with what had happened to the native Indians of the Bitter Root Valley between the years 1841 and 1891 as the result of the white man’s invasion of their lands.”188 Hansen continued,   It was a drama of willful aggression, the tragedy of a minority people first frustrated, then demoralized in order that the aggressor might take over their lands. This was the pageant the Stevensville people had the courage to conceive, to write, to produce, to see, and to let others see. They were fully aware, of course, that it was not without a contemporary parallel.189   One of the major characters in the pageant was Peter Ronan, who had served as Indian agent on the Jocko (Flathead) Reservation from 1877‐1893. During the performance, Ronan’s character articulated an outlook toward Indians that was emblematic of the Montana Study in general. “The chief difficultly all along has been 
                                                        that it is hoped in time to spread out and take in other communities of the Bitter Root and make this a truly Bitter Root valley production.” See also “Stevensville Citizens and Montana Indians Stage Memorable Drama,” The Spokesman­Review (August 23, 1946). 186 A local newspaper noted, “All characters in this pageant were played by Bitterroot people except the Indians from the Flathead reservation.” Of course, this statement is ironic given that the Indians had been forcibly removed from the Bitterroot Valley to the Flathead Reservation. “Mission History Told In Pageant,” No source (August 23, 1946), Montana Study, Volume 2, Montana Historical Society Research Center, Helena (MHSRC). 187 Stephenie Ambrose Tubbs, “Bert Hansen: Montanan,” Drumlummon Views (Fall 2008), 186. 188 Hansen, “A Tale of the Bitter Root,” 162, 166. 189 Ibid, 163. 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that the government and most of the people, including the bulk of settlers in this valley, have never understood the Indian; never seen him as a human being with emotions of love of home, of love of justice and fair play.”190 The Montana Study, in other words, sought to humanize Indians and to promote mutual understanding and respect. Nevertheless, this benevolence was conditioned by the logic of elimination. The Study endeavored to humanize Indians so that they might be more effectively assimilated and incorporated in a liberal democracy, which was regarded as paramount. Like “A Tale of the Bitter Root,” the 1947 Post Creek pageant, which Hansen described as “objectively critical,” also highlighted native/settler relations.191 “A Tale of the Shining Mountains” was unique among the Montana Study’s pageants, however, because it was a collaborative production between two separate study groups, the Dixon Agency Study Group and the Full Blood Flathead Indian Study Group. As the names suggest, the former group was comprised of white settlers from Dixon on the Flathead Reservation, whereas the latter group was comprised of full‐blood Indians from Arlee. Although the two worked independently through the study group process, the subsequent pageant was “the result of many conferences between Indians and whites.” According to historian Maurice Lokensgard, the pageant “dealt with fundamental differences in the Indian and white approaches to problems involving communal justice.”192 “A Tale of the Shining Mountains” established an important precedent by framing practices of commemoration in terms of justice, even if the purview of the concept was a priori limited. Like Hansen, who described the pageants as cathartic, Richard Poston characterized them as a                                                         190 Ronan continued, “To the white man the Indian is a savage, a beast lower than his own domestic animals. This attitude has made a frustrated being out of the Indian and has demoralized him.” Lokensgard, Bert Hansen’s Use of the Historical Pageant as a Form of Persuasion, 74. 191 Hansen, “An Evaluation of the Montana Study,” 26. 192 Lokensgard added, “Actually the several cases of misdemeanor dramatized seemed to suggest that the old‐time Indian method of solution by community opinion after the case had been tried before all members of the tribe was more democratic and many times more human than similar cases tried before a court of law and settled by a judge or by a selected group of jurors.” Lokensgard, Bert 
Hansen’s Use of the Historical Pageant as a Form of Persuasion, 155. During the performance, one of the characters, Father Hoecken, stated, “Times have taught us that justice for the Indian has little meaning in the minds of the white settlers when they are on the trail of a good piece of land. But we must be patient, trust God, and hope for the best” (174). 
  333 
form of “spiritual therapy” for the Indians’ “drooping morale.”193 In this sense, justice simply entailed rationalizing dispossession; treating the symptoms rather than root causes of injustice. The final episode of “A Tale of the Shining Mountains” broke form. Shifting from past to present tense, it presented itself as an actual “Fourth of July Indian Celebration” staged in Post Creek on that very day of July 4, 1947. “Ladies and gentlemen, you are sitting in on a modern‐day Indian Celebration on the Flathead Indian reservation at Post Creek, Montana,” declared the announcer. “The parade is now approaching. From where I stand I can see the full blood Indians dressed in their beaded best, astride prancing horses which seem to know they are bearing the remnant of a proud people.”194 Following the parade, a handful of Salish, Pend d’Oreille, and Kootenai Indians took turns at the microphone and spoke directly to the assembled crowd. Joe Big Sam Woodcock, a veteran of the Second World War who recently returned to Montana from the South Pacific, urged his fellow tribal members to “get used to” the profound changes in everyday life on the reservation. Channeling the assimilationist logic of the Montana Study, Woodcock stated,    They sometimes call us ‘vanishing Americans.’ Well maybe we are in one way, but we think of ourselves as part of America more than ever before. You can’t fight a war together and not feel that way. And now in peace I hope we can take our place and become useful citizens in this land of the free and the home of the brave.195                                                          193 Poston, Small Town Renaissance, 180. 194 The Montana Study, “A Tale of the Shining Mountains,” 1947, episode V, 3, box 5, MC 270, The Montana Study Research Collection, 1943‐1954, Montana Historical Society Research Center, Helena. 195 The Montana Study, “A Tale of the Shining Mountains,” 3. Reflecting on the Full Blood Flathead Indian Study Group, Richard Poston wrote, “After weeks of discussion the Indians came to some new and important conclusions. The white men had brought many changes the Indians did not like. But these changes could not be undone. Instead of wishing for a past that could never return, they concluded, the Indians must recognize life as it is and adjust themselves accordingly. For only by this attitude can the red man improve his lot in modern society. To white men this conclusion might seem obvious, but for a group of old full‐blood Indians who have been tricked and cheated since the day they were born by a race that considered itself superior, who have been frustrated and demoralized by a government that drove them from their ancestral homes, and then reduced them to poverty—for these people this conclusion was neither easy nor obvious. For them it was a conclusion that could be reached only after resolute study and through a kind of courage that gives the old full blood his simple dignity.” Poston, Small Town Renaissance, 179. 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While native/settler relations were not a primary focus of the Montana Study, they were a common feature in the historical pageants and a subject of particular interest to Hansen, who believed it necessary “to face squarely the problem of interracial adjustment.”196 Hansen therefore conceived of the study group process as a form of “interracial therapy,” and insisted that “to understand is to tolerate.”197 Elsewhere, he stated, “The playing together of white men, who now prosper in the fertile Valley, and the Indians, whose ancestors once roamed that land at will and in freedom, is in itself an example of the tolerance a common effort can create.”198 Despite his relatively progressive objectives, including a desire to cultivate sympathy, Hansen’s personal views about Indians were shaped by numerous stereotypes, including expectations about cultural authenticity and investments in blood purity. He claimed, for example, “Group discussion is a natural medium of expression with the Indian. Even today the Indian mind is at its best when working, not alone, but with his group—a fact constantly demonstrated in our discussion sessions.”199 Hansen also contributed to the production of white innocence.200 “The early settler wasn’t characterized by, or in any way educated to, a humanistic approach to the Indian ‘savage’ he was replacing in the wilderness,” Hansen claimed. “He wanted land, a farm, and he knew nothing of the ‘force and 
                                                        196 Hansen, “An Evaluation of the Montana Study,” 23. 197 Lokensgard, Bert Hansen’s Use of the Historical Pageant as a Form of Persuasion, 153, 155. Hansen argued, “The project is bringing about better relations and better understandings. They are bringing the Indians and whites together in a common enterprise in which they share and share alike in all its aspects. And in Indian country, that’s something” (158). 198 Lokensgard, Bert Hansen’s Use of the Historical Pageant as a Form of Persuasion, 166. For a critique of tolerance as a form of governmentality see Wendy Brown, Regulating Aversion: Tolerance in the 
Age of Identity and Empire (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2006). 199 Hansen, “An Evaluation of the Montana Study,” 26. 200 For more on the production of white innocence see Thomas Biolsi, Deadliest Enemies: Law and the 
Making of Race Relations on and off Rosebud Reservation (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2007 [2001]). Biolsi writes, for example, “The discourse of Indian law does not reduce Indian‐white conflict any more than, as Foucault showed, the prison reduces crime. To the contrary, it is productive of racial conflict. It multiplies conflict by interposing racial discord where there might otherwise be social solidarity. Indian law is an incitement to racial struggle. In short, the discourse of Indian law ‘cannot fail to produce’ racial conflict—as the prison positively produces delinquency…. The most critical effect of the Indian law discourse […] is the production of white innocence” (207). 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fraud’ methods being employed to make this land available and safe for him.”201 Hansen’s statement reveals how white innocence contributes to what geographer Cole Harris calls the “principal momentum” of settler colonialism.202 If “the momentum to dispossess derived primarily from the interest of capital in profit and of settlers in getting somewhat ahead in the world,” as Harris suggests, white innocence cleaves these two interests and exonerates individual settlers who benefit materially from structures of settler colonialism. Put differently, it launders profits derived through processes of settler accumulation. Based on a comprehensive analysis of Hansen’s oeuvre, Lokensgard argues that his sociodramas contained five major propositions: “democratic ideals in community living”; “religious values in community living”; “the Indian as a member of society”; “the Mexican‐American as a member of society”; and “natural resource conservation.”203 “The reinforcement of attitudes of respect for the Indian as a member of society,” Lokensgard concludes, “was a persuasive aim of nearly all of Bert Hansen’s historical pageants in Montana.”204 However, Hansen qualified his appeal for membership in the larger society. The Indian “should be recognized and accepted as a respectable member of society” only because “[he] has historically acted in good faith in his relationship with non‐Indians,” “[he] is a person of deep religious conviction,” and “the Indian is a person with great faith in the democratic processes of American government and the principles upon which those processes are based.”205 This statement again highlights how the logic of elimination works to                                                         201 Hansen added, “Had he known he would in all probability have approved for, in his willful ignorance, the Indian was a useless and distasteful weed which had to be controlled and, if necessary, eradicated.” Lokensgard, Bert Hansen’s Use of the Historical Pageant as a Form of Persuasion, 154. 202 Harris writes, “Combine capital’s interest in uncluttered access to land and settlers’ interest in land as livelihood, and the principal momentum of settler colonialism comes into focus. The momentum to dispossess derived primarily from the interest of capital in profit and of settlers in getting somewhat ahead in the world, both interests, in a new colony where land was the principal resource, dependent on the acquisition of land.” Harris, “How Did Colonialism Dispossess?” 179. 203 Lokensgard, Bert Hansen’s Use of the Historical Pageant as a Form of Persuasion, 64. Hansen elaborated on these propositions in a speech, “Move Over, Partner, Let’s Talk,” on August 14, 1951 at the thirty‐first annual convention of the Montana District of Kiwanis International in Lewiston, Montana. Lokensgard, Bert Hansen’s Use of the Historical Pageant as a Form of Persuasion, 153‐58. Mentored by Baker Brownell after his return to Northwestern University, Lokensgard wrote a dissertation on the rhetorical and pedagogical aspects of Hansen’s pageants. 204 Lokensgard, Bert Hansen’s Use of the Historical Pageant as a Form of Persuasion, 72. 205 Ibid, 72‐73. 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absorb indigeneity. In this case, recognition is contingent on acquiescence to liberal democratic traditions and a disavowal of indigenous nationhood and alternative forms of governance. In a 1951 speech, “Move Over, Partner, Let’s Talk,” at the annual convention of the Montana District of Kiwanis International, Hansen acknowledged the limitations of sociodrama as a form of interracial therapy. “It would be altogether wrong,” he stated, “to assert or to assume that these dramas will in themselves solve the interracial antipathies and misunderstandings between Indians and whites of western America grounded as they are in one hundred years of distrust in the motives of each other.” Hansen continued,   The initiative must rest with the white man. He alone has the power, the drive and the will to do something about it. But in using this he must learn to know and to respect the Indian. He must come to believe that in spite of the complexity of the problems involved in white‐Indian relations, the Indian, like his white neighbor, is fundamentally a simple, sincere, democratic individual who can be completely relied upon, even after years of abuse by the white man, if he feels the cards are fairly dealt, not stacked against him.206   In contrast, Richard Poston suggested that the Full Blood Flathead Indian Study Group offered “a new start” for the Indians and marked an important step in restoring their faith in the white man.207 “When the Indian and the white man, with his inventions, his educational resources, and his wealth that has been gained from Indian lands, are ready to begin together where the Indian Study Group left off,” Poston wrote, “a richer and fuller life will be created for both races. And it will not 
                                                        206 Ibid, 158. 207 Poston, Small Town Renaissance, 183. Prefacing these comments, Poston observed, “There was a time not so long ago when the Flathead Indians had faith in the white man. They welcomed him to their native land, fed him when he was hungry, clothed him when he was cold, and defended him against hostile tribes. In that day the Indians were supreme and the newcomers were a minority. Then this state of affairs was reversed and the white man became dominant. He called the Indian a savage and destroyed his faith. What happened in the process is history. But through the Full Blood Indian Montana Study Group a new start was made toward the restoration of that faith.” 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be a one‐way proposition—for neither race will find the other lacking in culture or intelligence.”208 Despite its successes, the Montana Study moved against the current for most of its short life, encountering resistance of one sort or another at almost every turn. The Rockefeller Foundation ended its financial support of the Study after the initial three‐year grant and the Montana legislature declined to make any further appropriations. A growing rivalry within the state’s university system combined with the departure of key organizers, such as Brownell and Melby, also hastened the demise of the Montana Study. In addition, the Study’s reputation suffered when other organizers, particularly Howard and Meadows, were painted with the “smear of socialism.”209 “Critics went so far as to label the Study a ‘communist front’—an incendiary charge in the postwar era,” Homstad writes.210 It was not just the Study’s goals of collective self‐analysis and mutual aid that aroused suspicion. Even the concept of “sociodrama” was linked—rather crudely—to socialism. Lokensgard, for example, notes, “A suspicious visitor at a study group meeting in Stevensville, in 1946, heard little more than Bert’s mention of the word when he jumped to his feet, raised his arm, pointed his finger at Bert, and angrily exclaimed: ‘I knew it! I knew it all the time! Socialism! That’s what you’re promoting! And the very word, sociodrama, proves it!’ With no further words the man stomped from the meeting.”211 In an evaluation of the Montana Study two years after its conclusion, Hansen observed that Montanans were generally “uninterested” in “town meeting democracy,” and considered the Study to be an “impotent” program. Moreover, Hansen characterized opposition to the Montana Study as “surprisingly bitter, considering the mild nature of the program.”212 “This opposition came from what 
                                                        208 Poston, Small Town Renaissance, 183. 209 Conservatives were troubled, for instance, by Howard and Meadows’s open support for a Missouri Valley and a Columbia Valley Authority modeled after the Tennessee Valley Authority. Homstad, “Two Roads Diverged,” 27. 210 “This political controversy,” Homstad continues, “clouded Montanans’ perceptions of the study’s objectives and hampered its effectiveness.” Homstad, “Two Roads Diverged,” 27. 211 Lokensgard, Bert Hansen’s Use of the Historical Pageant as a Form of Persuasion, 46‐47. 212 Hansen, “An Evaluation of the Montana Study,” 20. 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might roughly be called the conservative‐minded citizens,” he wrote. “The program of the Study was definitely concerned with the rights of human beings as such, and placed emphasis on decision by groups arrived at through group discussion. To some, this philosophy seemed both radical and dangerous.”213   Echoing this sentiment, literary critic Leslie Fiedler published a provocative essay, “Montana; or The End of Jean‐Jacques Rousseau,” in the Partisan Review in 1949.214 Distilling attitudes common among the state’s citizenry into a single image, which he condescendingly referred to as the “Montana face,” Fiedler asserted that it was “a face developed not for sociability or feeling, but for facing into the weather.”215 Evoking Hansen’s “conservative‐minded citizen,” the “Montana face” emerged, according to Fiedler, only after Montana became “psychologically possible.”216 To make his point, Fiedler referenced to the Montana Study. “Under the compulsion to examine his past (and there have been recently several investigations, culminating in the Rockefeller Foundation‐sponsored Montana Study), the contemporary Montanan, pledged to history though nostalgic for myth, becomes willy‐nilly an iconoclast.”217 In addition to opposition from settlers who viewed it as a radical left‐wing project, the Study also encountered resistance from the opposite end of the spectrum. Undertaken during an era when termination dominated federal Indian policy, the Montana Study was greeted with skepticism on the Flathead Reservation, where many assumed it was a harbinger of termination. Participants in the Full Blood Study Group, for example, frequently sought reassurance from Hansen and other organizers that the Study was not simply a means of “turning the Indians loose.”218 
                                                        213 Ibid. 214 Fiedler, “Montana.” See also Fiedler, A New Fiedler Reader. 215 Fiedler, “Montana,” 17. 216 Ibid, 14. 217 Ibid, 19‐20. 218 Poston, Small Town Renaissance, 172‐73. 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Although it accomplished many of its initial objectives, the legacy of the Montana Study remains ambiguous.219 Prior to its conclusion, the Ravalli Republic described the Study as “a unique venture of the greater university system which has made this state history‐conscious and future‐minded.”220 More recently, Homstad observes, “By providing both a forum and format for community self‐analysis and expression, it revealed that by resisting the pull of nostalgia Montanans could examine their towns’ blessings as well as the blemishes. This lesson is applicable today—the American small town still resonates as a place that can imbue a strong sense of identity.”221 Reflecting specifically on the legacy of Hansen’s sociodramas, historian K. Ross Toole argues that “the fact of lay participation” was the single greatest achievement. “Mr. Hansen’s pageants are an opening of the door to many laymen to the facts, the color, and the drama of state and local history.”222 These posthumous assessments, exemplified by Homstad’s observation about the contemporary relevance of the Montana Study, tend to focus on its impacts on white settlers and small (off‐reservation) towns. Questions about “communal justice” within settler colonial contexts, however, are largely absent from the evaluations. This omission reveals some of the deeper problems with the Montana Study, especially how its posture towards indigenous peoples aligned with assimilationist policies of the day. The Study was problematic for other reasons as well. Melby’s concern about the erosion of self‐reliance, for example, evinces 
                                                        219 Philip Nelson writes, “What appeared to some observers, both past and present, as an exercise in simplistic, sentimental Jeffersonianism or romantic agrarianism was actually a unique fusion of old‐line progressivism, modern liberalism, and various ruralist philosophies into a radical critique of modern mass society.” Nelson, “Community Dreaming in the Rural Northwest,” 258. 220 Ravalli Republic (July 26, 1946). Cited in Nelson, “Community Dreaming in the Rural Northwest,” 270. 221 Homstad, “Two Roads Diverged,” 29. 222 In a letter to one of his students, Toole wrote, “The pageant‐drama program as developed by Bert Hansen has its primary validity, so far as we in historical society work are concerned, in the fact of lay participation. Historical societies all over the country are frequently confronted with the fact that history in its academic aspect has so bored and so alienated the average, intelligent layman that he will have nothing to do with it in its academic form. Mr. Hansen’s pageants are an opening of the door to many laymen to the facts, the color, and the drama of state and local history.” Letter, K. Ross Toole to Leland Schoonover, August 16, 1954, Mansfield Library, Special Collections (Open Stacks), University of Montana, Missoula. See also Leland H. Schoonover, “A Study of the Educational, Cultural, and Social Values of the Pageant‐Drama in Montana” (Master’s thesis, Montana State University, Missoula, 1955), 136. 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nostalgia for the frontier. And Howard’s desire to create a bulwark against the “colonial economy” disavows a much broader colonial economy predicated on indigenous dispossession. In short, Howard failed to recognize ongoing processes of settler accumulation and to differentiate these from other modes of extraction. Through the use of pageantry as sociodrama, Hansen strove to change “the disrespectful attitude of the white man toward the Indian.”223 And in Lokensgard’s opinion, he succeeded. “Through the participation of Indians and non‐Indians in dramas which communicated information that would furnish a basis for mutual understanding of race relationships in Montana’s social history, progress toward that goal was undoubtedly accomplished.”224 The larger context of that goal, however, remains unexamined. Progress toward mutual understanding, moreover, can be read as progress toward assimilation. In addition, we might ask why Hansen’s stated goal of forging mutual respect was predicated on introducing settlers to “the Indian as an individual” instead of teaching them about indigeneity as a form of political difference. Opposition to the Montana Study based on its embrace of collective forms of inquiry and action is deeply ironic since it overlooks the extent to which the Study worked simultaneously to individualize or de‐tribalize Indians. Dismissed by many as socialism—or worse, as communism—the Montana Study actually furthered processes of allotment, which had been fragmenting both land and bodies since the turn of the century.225  This contradictory and uneven fragmentation is all the more troubling given that the Montana Study can be understood (on a very fundamental level) as proposing a new politics of connectivity. “In the final analysis,” writes historian Philip Nelson, “the Study’s most durable legacy was the part it played in the process of modernization in the rural West. Its leaders encouraged the construction of linkages between small towns and university, philanthropic, and government 
                                                        223 Lokensgard, Bert Hansen’s Use of the Historical Pageant as a Form of Persuasion, 72. 224 Ibid. 225 See Wolfe, “After the Frontier.” 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bureaucracies.”226 To support his conclusion, Nelson notes that Brownell believed “modern society had fragmented so badly that it was up to young people to apply a new vision of the integrated community—he later called it the ‘human community’—in order to reclaim democratic human culture from domination by mass society.”227 More specifically, Brownell held that “the rural community was under deliberate attack by the urban‐based social system.” As a result, he argued that “fragmentation of culture at the top filtered down to individual psyches which found themselves responding to an ‘aggregate of specialized compulsions.’”228 The Montana Study under Brownell’s direction thus worked to ameliorate a particular form of fragmentation while perpetuating other ones. Any assessment of the Study’s legacy, therefore, must reckon with the connective dissonance that it produced.229 Its problems notwithstanding, the Montana Study set an important precedent in terms of both the real and possible functions of commemoration. When Hansen finally retired in 1964 his colleagues at the University of Montana presented him with a book full of newspaper clippings, tributes, and letters, all of which speak to the legacy of the Montana Project, particularly the pageant‐dramas.230 Walter McDonald, Chairman of the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, for example, wrote, “I only hope the one who may take your place will have the interest in the Indian people that you had. As real pioneers, you knew their names and they knew yours, and you were faithful to them as they were to you.”231 Albert Erickson, assistant manager of the Montana Automobile Association, likewise evoked the pioneer in assessing Hansen’s legacy. “I don’t know if Bert is a native Montanan,” Erickson wrote. “If not, somebody should dig up a spurious birth certificate and make him a lifelong resident of the Treasure State. He deserves it. He is the most                                                         226 Nelson, “Community Dreaming in the Rural Northwest,” 271. Nelson also suggests that the Montana Study “must be given credit for being a precursor of the trend leading toward a resurgence of the contemporary communitarian movement” (272). 227 Nelson, “Community Dreaming in the Rural Northwest,” 261. 228 Ibid, 262. 229 Gregory, The Colonial Present, 255‐56. 230 Testimonial Letters to Bert Hansen, Vol. I, Mansfield Library, Archives & Special Collections, University of Montana, Missoula (MLASC). 231 Walter McDonald (September 24, 1964), Testimonial Letters to Bert Hansen, Vol. I, Mansfield Library, Archives & Special Collections, University of Montana, Missoula (MLASC). Cited in Tubbs, “Bert Hansen,” 188. 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Montana Montanan I know because he believes in bringing our past to the present and making us understand what pioneering is all about.”232 Stephenie Tubbs asserts, “Those of us who wish to commemorate our shared past would do well to follow the trail blazed by Bert Hansen. He showed the way by making sure the stories he told were accurate—not based on popular mythology—and included the traditionally overlooked members of a community. Bert Hansen was a man ahead of his time. Certainly he set the standard for commemorating history in Montana.”233   
Salish and Pend d’Oreille People Meet the Lewis and Clark Expedition  Assessments of the Montana Study typically leave off with the project’s demise in 1947. In so doing, they disregard how pageantry as a form of commemoration has evolved in northwestern Montana over the past sixty years. If the Montana Study’s historical pageants revealed “what pioneering is all about,” the recent embrace of pageantry and community theatre by the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes makes known what inhabitation and land tenure is all about. And if Hansen set the standard for commemorating history in Montana, the Flathead Nation has seized upon this tradition and expanded its potentiality. Hansen may indeed have blazed a trail, but the path has since been rerouted. In appropriating this tradition, the tribes have begun to decolonize both the means and ends of pageantry, using it to enhance enduring and evolving relationships to land, to assert reciprocal treaty obligations, and to cultivate a more capacious geographical, historical, and political imagination. On September 4‐7, 2002, exactly fifty‐five years after the Post Creek pageant, a large crowd gathered at the Arlee Powwow Grounds to watch a new pageant, “Salish and Pend d’Oreille People Meet the Lewis and Clark Expedition.”234 Directed 
                                                        232 Albert Erickson, Testimonial Letters to Bert Hansen, Vol. I, Mansfield Library, Archives & Special Collections, University of Montana, Missoula (MLASC). Cited in Tubbs, “Bert Hansen,” 188. 233 Tubbs, “Bert Hansen,” 189. 234 Johnny Arlee, “Salish and Pend d’Oreille People Meet the Lewis and Clark Expedition,” Arlee, Montana (September 4‐7, 2002), Salish Kootenai College D’Arcy McNickle Library, Pablo, Montana (SKCDML). See also Jennifer Greene, “Pageant to provide education,” Char­Koosta News (July 18, 2002); Jennifer Greene, “Johnny Arlee, cultural leader, has walked many roads,” Char­Koosta News (August 8, 2002); John Stromnes, “Salish showcase,” Missoulian (August 31, 2002); Rebecca L. 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by Johnny Arlee, a Salish author and spiritual leader who founded the Flathead Culture Committee in 1974‐75, the pageant told the story of “how Indian people experienced the expedition and how later generations of Native Americans [came] to interpret the meaning of the expedition.”235 Over its four‐day run, more than four thousand people witnessed the pageant, which was funded in part by a grant from the National Park Service.236 Staged just prior to the start of the Lewis and Clark Bicentennial, a nation‐wide, multi‐year (2003‐2006) commemoration of the legendary transcontinental journey, the pageant contested the expedition’s status as the preeminent marker of the beginning of history in Montana.237 According to Arlee, the pageant “respectfully presented our people as an organized culture in 1805—one with rules, teachings, and languages of our own.”238 In addition, he argued, “The Lewis and Clark Expedition entered an ancient tribal world, and the expedition cannot be fully understood unless we understand this world that preceded them.”239 In short, the pageant situated the 200‐year old expedition in the fold of the tribe’s 10,000‐year                                                         Robbins, “Setting the Record Straight: A Salish Account,” Tribal College Journal, Vol. 14, No. 3 (Spring 2003). 235 Arlee, “Salish and Pend d’Oreille People Meet the Lewis and Clark Expedition,” 2. The Salish‐Pend d’Oreille Culture Committee (originally called the Flathead Culture Committee) and Kootenai Culture Committee were established in 1974‐75 for the purpose of preserving and revitalizing the traditional cultures and languages. Today, the committees play an important role in tribal governance. “The culture committees have also served to reintegrate traditional culture into the decision‐making structure of tribal government, from which it was formally excluded in 1935 after the reconstitution of the tribes under the terms of the Indian Reorganization Act, which phased out the traditional chiefs.” Salish‐Pend d’Oreille Culture Committee, The Salish People and the Lewis and Clark 
Expedition, 120. See also Salish‐Pend d’Oreille Culture Committee, accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.cskt.org/hc/salish.htm. Kootenai Culture Committee, accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.cskt.org/hc/kootenai.htm. 236 Salish Kootenai College received a $50,000 grant from the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail Challenge Cost Share Program. National Park Service, “Challenge Cost Share Projects,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.nps.gov/lecl/parkmgmt/challenge‐cost‐share‐projects.htm. 237 For more on the commemoration and the Lewis and Clark Bicentennial (2003‐2006) see Hoxie and Nelson, Lewis and Clark and the Indian Country; Craig Howe and Kim TallBear (eds), This Stretch 
of the River: Lakota, Dakota, and Nakota Responses to the Lewis and Clark Expedition and Bicentennial (Sioux Falls, SD: Pine Hill Press, 2006); Kris Fresonke and Mark Spence (eds), Lewis & Clark: Legacies, 
Memories, and New Perspectives (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2004). 238 Robbins, “Setting the Record Straight.” Elsewhere, Arlee states, “In most non‐Indian accounts, the arrival of the Lewis and Clark Expedition marks the beginning of the history of Montana. But Lewis and Clark were in fact entering a tribal world that was older than they could have possibly imagined. When Lewis and Clark departed the Salish/Pend d’Oreille people, life went on normally.” Arlee, “Salish and Pend d’Oreille People Meet the Lewis and Clark Expedition,” 12. 239 Arlee, “Salish and Pend d’Oreille People Meet the Lewis and Clark Expedition,” 2. 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history in Montana.240 Tellingly, Arlee had been exposed to the Montana Study as a child. He notes that his interest in “the pageant as an art form stemmed from the 1950s when he participated with his great grandfather in pageants organized by Montana State University.”241  Augmenting the pageant, the Salish‐Pend d’Oreille Culture Committee published a book on the occasion of the bicentennial, The Salish People and the Lewis 
and Clark Expedition. Like the pageant, its purpose was to provide tribal perspectives on the encounter and also to reframe the expedition in the context of the much longer trajectory of tribal history. The arrival of non‐Indians is thus depicted as “another chapter” in this long history, not the beginning of history. “Lewis and Clark were much less discoverers than visitors, venturing into the territory of a sovereign native nation—a tribal world that was older, richer, and more complex than the expedition members could have possible imagined.”242 To emphasize this point, the book includes a timeline stretching back 15,000 years to the draining of Glacial Lake Missoula and the warming of the region after the last Ice Age. A caption states, “If we were to compress the last 9,000 years of this timeline into a single 24‐hour day, Lewis & Clark would arrive at 11:28pm—about a half an hour before midnight.”243 The Salish‐Pend d’Oreille Culture Committee also sought to preempt the “celebratory din” of the bicentennial, asserting that “the expedition was less an innocent ‘Corps of Discovery’ than a reconnaissance for invasion.”244 “The historical meaning of Lewis and Clark must be understood within the broader context of the sudden, and relatively recent, non‐Indian invasion of native North America.”245 Acknowledging that this message may be “difficult” for those more invested in the                                                         240 Salish‐Pend d’Oreille Culture Committee, The Salish People and the Lewis and Clark Expedition, 109. 241 Robbins, “Setting the Record Straight.” 242 Salish‐Pend d’Oreille Culture Committee, The Salish People and the Lewis and Clark Expedition, xi. The authors continue, “Rather than examining the role of native people within the history of the expedition, we are examining the role of the expedition within the history of our tribe—within the history of one tribe’s struggle for cultural and political survival over the past several centuries” (xii). 243 Salish‐Pend d’Oreille Culture Committee, The Salish People and the Lewis and Clark Expedition, 8‐9. 244 Ibid, xii. 245 Ibid, 9. 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romantic story of Lewis and Clark, the book’s authors also contend that “many people are interested in a more realistic assessment of American history, even if it is a less comfortable assessment.” To gain a more truthful understanding of history it is necessary to first listen to “the voices that have until now been left out.”246 Published shortly after Johnny Arlee’s pageant, the book reflects briefly on its significance, arguing that the pageant offers a measure of hope in an otherwise challenging time.  The event proved that the bicentennial of the Lewis and Clark expedition can be about something other than blind celebration. The pageant performers, like the authors of this book, were motivated by a simple idea: that an unflinching reconsideration of that first encounter, and of the past two centuries, is essential if we are to reach for a different relationship—if the next 200 years are to be seen by our descendants as an era of greater respect, and of deeper understanding.247    In telling the story of the survival and renewal of Salish and Pend d’Oreille culture, the book also articulates a new politics of connectivity, linking events that otherwise appear discrete.   In 1905, the year of the Lewis and Clark centennial, a popular postcard appeared in western Montana, bearing the image of Representative Dixon alongside Mary Clark, the great‐granddaughter of William Clark, and Mary’s husband. The postcard was captioned, ‘Me and Joe Dixon Opened the Flathead Reservation.’ The point was clear: There was a clear line running from Joseph Dixon back to Lewis and Clark, from the allotment act back to the famed expedition. And the Dixon postcard likens the aid that Salish people gave the expedition in 1805 to the supposed aid given by these tribal members (including Clark’s great‐granddaughter) to Dixon in 1905. As we                                                         246 Ibid, xii. 247 Salish‐Pend d’Oreille Culture Committee, The Salish People and the Lewis and Clark Expedition, 122. Prefacing this comment, the authors write, “And so, despite the misunderstanding, the injustice, the loss and tragedy reflected in these pages, there is also hope to be taken from this history. That hope depends on our continuing to work together to create a deeper understanding of our history. In 2002, the tribe was given a much louder voice when former culture committee director Johnny Arlee presented a theatrical pageant on the Salish and Pend d’Oreille encounter with the Lewis and Clark expedition. In several days of performances at the Arlee Celebration Grounds on the Flathead Reservation, some fifty tribal members gave audiences totaling more than four‐thousand people a sense of the tribal cultural world that the expedition was entering in 1805, and the historical meaning of the encounter itself” (122). 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have seen, tribal elders also saw these separate events within a single interpretive framework, as but two chapters in a single story.248    By linking the encounter with Lewis and Clark in 1805 and the implementation of General Allotment Act on the Flathead Reservation in 1910, the Salish‐Pend d’Oreille Culture Committee makes use of commemoration to confront settler colonialism as a structure. In suggesting that these two events “demarcate either end of a century of invasion of Salish lands and usurpation of resources,” the Committee concretizes Patrick Wolfe’s assertion that “invasion is a structure not an event.”249 The Committee also asserts that these two events bookend “a century of tribal survival against great odds.”250 If Johnny Arlee’s pageant offers a measure of hope so too does the Committee’s critical engagement with history and memory and their deployment of “a single interpretive framework” to negotiate a settler colonial landscape of possession and dispossession. The Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes have continued to develop the tradition of pageantry and community theatre. “Old Stories – New Voices: A Native American Playwriting Festival” launched in 2011.251 Founded by Julie Cajune, the KwKwusm Theatre Project, which sponsors the festival, has organized theatre workshops and original staged readings on the Flathead Reservation for over a decade. Its goal is to “cultivate, nurture and present original work written by American Indian people that is performed by community theatre performers on the 
                                                        248 Salish‐Pend d’Oreille Culture Committee, The Salish People and the Lewis and Clark Expedition, 117‐18. The authors continue, “But whereas Dixon and many of his peers presented this history as a story of ‘progress,’ Pete Beaverhead and Mitch Smallsalmon, at the beginning of this volume, told the story as one of invasion and deception. In both cases, U.S. officials made a display of seeming respect and friendship, while actually viewing our way of life and our sovereignty as little more than impediments to progress. And in both cases, officials misrepresented the hospitality and courtesy of Indian people as if it were approval for the taking of our lands and resources” (118). 249 Salish‐Pend d’Oreille Culture Committee, The Salish People and the Lewis and Clark Expedition, 119; Wolfe, Settler Colonialism and the Transformation of Anthropology, 163. 250 Salish‐Pend d’Oreille Culture Committee, The Salish People and the Lewis and Clark Expedition, 119. 251 B.L. Azure, “Native American Playwright Festival makes connection with public,” Char­Koosta 
News (August 2, 2012); “Npustin’s KwKwusm Theatre Project’s 3rd Annual Native American Playwriting Festival coming late July, early August,” Char­Koosta News (July 11, 2013). See also Erika Fredrickson, “Always good enough,” Missoula Independent (December 3, 2009). 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reservation.”252 As part of the 2012 festival, for example, Salish author Jennifer Greene presented her play about the 1855 Hellgate Treaty. Contextualizing the play, Cajune stated, “We need to hold the Hellgate Treaty in our hearts and we need to hold our country accountable for its tenets. There is no higher law than treaty law in the American Constitution. But the Indian treaties were just about getting the land and its resources from the Indians. That’s still going on today.”253 Now in its third year, the 2013 festival includes free workshops on acting, directing, and playwriting. In addition, the five‐day festival features plays by William S. Yellow Robe, Jr., Victor A. Charlo, Zan Agzigian, Jennifer Finley, and the Salish Institute’s Youth Storytellers. On the final evening of the festival, Cajune and Finley will present “The Dink Brothers,” a humorous play about two Salish women who fall in and out of love while dabbling in social activism, hosting a powwow and becoming the first female powwow emcees.254 If the Montana Study used historical pageantry in part as an attempt to assimilate the Indians, Johnny Arlee, Julie Cajune, and the KwKwusm Theatre Project have turned the tables and are now using it to “assimilate the newcomers.”255 By grafting settler history onto the “main trunk” of native history, Arlee and Cajune invite us to “reassess [our] place within an Indigenous nation.”256 Unlike Hansen’s sociodramas, these new projects are emerging from the “third space of sovereignty,” which Kevin Bruyneel describes as “a space of sovereignty and/or citizenship that is inassimilable to the modern liberal democratic settler‐state and nation.”257 Importantly, this space is forged through struggle “against and 
                                                        252 KwKwusm Theatre Project, accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.npustin.org/. See also Npustin’s KwKwusm Theatre Project, accessed June 20, 2013, http://youtu.be/Nwyn9m_Sk2Y. 253 Azure, “Native American Playwright Festival makes connection with public.” 254 “Npustin’s KwKwusm Theatre Project’s 3rd Annual Native American Playwriting Festival coming late July, early August.” 255 Muecke, Ancient & Modern, 6. 256 Advocating for Native literary nationalism, Craig Womack writes, “Tribal literatures are not some branch waiting to be grafted onto the main trunk. Tribal literatures are the tree, the oldest literatures in the Americas, the most American of American literatures. We are the canon. […] Without Native American literature, there is no American canon. […] Let Americanists struggle for their place in the canon.” Craig S. Womack, Red on Red: Native American Literary Separatism (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1999), 6‐7. Birch, “The invisible fire,” 114‐15. 257 Bruyneel, The Third Space of Sovereignty, 217. 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across the boundaries of colonial rule,” which is to say third space is created via resistance to the partitioning of space and time by settler colonial structures. Debates about history and memory not only disturb “our notions of the past,” argues Andreas Huyssen, they also represent “a fundamental crisis in our imagination of alternative futures.”258 At the midpoint of the Flathead centennial, a local newspaper published an article, “Marking 100 Years and Still Seeking Common Ground,” which reflected on the past century while also looking forward into the future. “Today the tribe is slowly buying back land for its people, slightly erasing the reservation’s existing checkerboard land ownership,” observed Erin Cole. “Perhaps with the passing of another century, the 200th commemoration of Polson will be a happier one.”259 Here it is worth recalling Latour’s statement/question: No one seems prepared to ask: What should now be simultaneously present? Rather than leave the outcome of the 2110 bicentennial to chance, and assume that the passage of more time will bring about meaningful reconciliation, we must grapple with difficult questions and prepare ourselves to construct more complex fields of simultaneous presence and to act within the broader spectrums of political possibility opened up by those fields. In addition to buying land, the tribes are also revitalizing old relationships with the landscape as well as cultivating new ones. In looking to the future through commemoration, pageantry, and theatre, the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes are not just asking what must be simultaneously present; they are bringing new worlds of simultaneous presence into being. 
                                                        258 Andreas Huyssen, Present Pasts: Urban Palimpsests and the Politics of Memory (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2003), 2. See also Andreas Huyssen, Twilight Memories: Marking Time in a 
Culture of Amnesia (New York: Routledge, 1995); Paul Connerton, How Societies Remember (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1989). 259 Cole, “Marking 100 Years and Still Seeking Common Ground.” 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Figure 6.1 Miracle of America Museum, Polson 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Figure 6.2 Lewis and Clark marionettes at Polson‐Flathead Historical Museum 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Figure 6.3 Mural outside the Polson‐Flathead Historical Museum 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Figure 6.4 Polson‐Flathead Historical Museum 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Figure 6.5 Fort Connah near St. Ignatius 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CHAPTER 7 
Waterton­Glacier Intertribal Justice Park  Affixed to a bulletin board, sandwiched between two pit toilets at a rest area atop Marias Pass, a faded map depicts a network of trails and campgrounds in the adjacent Lewis and Clark National Forest. (Figure 7.1) The pass, traversed by U.S. Route 2, is the lowest crossing of the Continental Divide in Montana at 5,216 feet. Despite its relatively low elevation, the setting is spectacular. To the north, visitors gaze into Glacier National Park. And to the south lies the massive Bob Marshall Wilderness Complex. The map, therefore, is easily overlooked. In addition to the scenery, a collection of monuments and historical markers at the far end of the parking lot beckons to passing motorists.1 The Blackfeet Reservation, located just a few miles east of the pass, appears in the upper‐right corner of the map. If the map itself is easily overlooked, the fact that it misidentifies the Blackfeet Reservation as the “Flathead Indian Reservation” is even more inconspicuous. (Figure 7.2) The map’s weathered surface suggests that over the years few have raised an eyebrow at the cartographic error. An hour’s drive from Marias Pass, another sign greets visitors at a small exhibition at the St. Mary Visitor Center on eastside of Glacier National Park. “At Home in this Place,” which opened in the summer of 2010, features tribal perspectives on the park’s history as well as its contemporary significance. The sign, which tourist’s first encounter upon entering a dimly lit gallery, profiles changes experienced by the tribes since the park’s creation in 1910. Beneath the heading, “Glacier National Park – Bittersweet Meanings,” appears a short quotation by Tony Incashola, director of the Salish‐Pend d’Oreille Culture Committee. “There is more than what you see here,” he insists. Like the map at Marias Pass, Incashola’s                                                         1 Dominated by the Theodore Roosevelt Memorial Monument—a giant obelisk that resembles the Washington Monument—“Memorial Square” also includes the John F. Stevens Memorial Statue, a tribute to the engineer who “discovered “ the pass in 1889 while working for the Great Northern Railway, and the William H. Morrison Memorial, which honors a “mountain man,” better known as “Slippery Bill,” who held squatters’ rights on 160 acres at Marias Pass before donating the land to the federal government. Offering visitors a brief lesson in geology, another sign narrates the story of the Lewis Overthrust Fault, which is visible in the rocks across the highway. 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comment goes unnoticed by most visitors who are quickly lured inside the exhibition space by the “dramatic diorama of a winter wolf kill” and the flickering lights of a video projected on the interior of a tepee.2 For those who do notice, Incashola’s remark may evoke Melville’s famous line in Moby Dick: “It is not down in any map; true places never are.” Or perhaps it conjures Alfred Korzybski’s dictum: “The map is not the territory.” The context of his remark, however, is more specific, yet its implications, as I will suggest, are equally profound. Furthermore, Incashola’s comment casts the map at Marias Pass in a different light, throwing into question the degree of its inaccuracy. Although it is not on any map, Waterton‐Glacier Intertribal Justice Park, which straddles the U.S.‐Canada border in Montana and Alberta, is no figment of the imagination. Rather, as the name for a set of material and discursive practices, the park stands as a testament to the failure of aboriginal dispossession, the refusal of settler recognition, and the durability of aboriginal possession. Despite the really real (and really ongoing) processes of dispossession and colonization in the region, there remain robust and evolving indigenous political geographies that have never been extinguished. These geographies reveal themselves in myriad ways, including through the renegotiation of overlapping aboriginal territories—a process that is occurring despite settler claims of possession. Moreover, these political geographies seem to emerge as byproducts of unwitting efforts by Parks Canada and the National Park Service to incorporate indigenous perspectives in commemorative and interpretive programming at Waterton and Glacier National Park. Through strategic and often improvisational engagement with the parks, the Blackfeet and Flathead Nations not only assert their claims to occupied territory, but also forge new spaces of enunciation. (Figure 7.3) Occurring in the shadows of settler‐state practices of recognition, this renegotiation of territory is a concrete example of what Glen Coulthard calls the “transformative praxis” of “critical individual and collective self‐recognition.” By situating this praxis within the spatial politics of prefiguration and 
                                                        2 EDX (Seattle), “Project profile: St. Mary Visitor Center, Glacier National Park,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.edxseattle.com/work/projects/glacier/. 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recognition, Waterton‐Glacier Intertribal Justice Park emerges from the shadows of the more (strangely) familiar Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park. This concluding chapter is comprised of six parts. The first three sections offer a brief genealogy of peace in the region, focusing in particular on how the ideology of peace has been deployed historically. The fourth part explores the relationship, or lack thereof, between peace and justice. The fifth part considers the exhibition at the St. Mary Visitor Center in the context of transformative praxis. And the concluding section—the most speculative of the four—frames the Justice Park vis‐à‐vis settler colonialism, including its failures. This speculative or experimental approach, which deliberately (and responsibly, I hope) blurs the line between the real and the possible, warrants some initial elucidation and contextualization. To be clear, Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park is real. It was established on June 30, 1932 by act of Royal Assent and Presidential Proclamation in Canada and the United States, respectively. In contrast, Waterton‐Glacier Intertribal Justice Park is hypothetical. It exists solely within the realm of the possible. It is not a formal proposition but rather a framework for reimagining the landscape.3 Nevertheless, the Justice Park does recognize real relationships, both historical and contemporary, and also specific modes of connectivity. In this sense, the Justice Park occupies the “third space of sovereignty," a concept developed by Kevin Bruyneel to “provide the vocabulary that both captures and helps to constitute a viable, increasingly sought‐after location of indigenous postcolonial political autonomy that refuses the choices set out by the settler‐society.”4 J. K. Gibson‐Graham describes this speculative approach as a “performative ontological project,” which produces the “ground of possibility.”5 It can also be                                                         3 Reimagining Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park as Waterton‐Glacier Intertribal Justice Park allows us “to pose better questions, questions that interrogate and reveal rather than presume and mask the boundaries implicated in the dynamic relationship between indigenous peoples and the United States.” Bruyneel, The Third Space of Sovereignty, 230. 4 Bruyneel, The Third Space of Sovereignty, 218. Bruyneel also describes “third space” as “a space of sovereignty and/or citizenship that is inassimilable to the modern liberal democratic settler‐state and nation” (217).  5 J. K. Gibson‐Graham, “Diverse economies: performative practices for ‘other worlds,’” Progress in 
Human Geography, Vol. 32, No. 5 (2008), 613, 620‐23. Ontological politics, like prefigurative politics, 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understood as a form of critical spatial practice, which signals the convergence of critical theory and spatial practice. Trevor Paglen labels this self‐reflexive participation in the production of space an “experimental geography.”6 As Paglen demonstrates, there is a strong precedent for this approach within the visual and performing arts. In 1990, for example, photographer Richard Misrach proposed “Bravo 20 National Park” as a memorial to the social and environmental devastation caused by military testing in northwestern Nevada.7 The Los Angeles Urban Rangers exemplify these new trends in critical praxis.8 Appropriating the visual language and interpretive strategies of the National Park Service, the Rangers conduct fieldtrips (“Malibu safaris,” “LA River rambles,” and “critical campouts”) that call attention to the complex political ecologies of the Los Angeles basin and empower residents to take a more active role in shaping the city. Bridging theory and practice, these projects articulate a more vital role for critical landscape interpretation in prefiguring just spaces.9 Emerging from this context, the Intertribal Justice Park is my proposal for a different “way of seeing” the landscape, one that cultivates a more capacious political imagination.10 Following Bruyneel, the Justice Park calls for the “decolonization of our spatial imaginations,” a process that “reveal[s] forms of political space that cannot simply be mapped onto the boundary lines of the international state system.”11 The existing Peace Park can likewise be understood as a proposal for a particular way of seeing the landscape, albeit one that is officially 
                                                        is “a potentiality we are attempting to call into being” (620). For more on Gibson‐Graham’s “performative ontological project” see Emilie Cameron, “New Geographies of Story and Storytelling,” 
Progress in Human Geography, Vol. 36, No. 5 (2012), 573‐92. 6 Trevor Paglen, “Experimental Geography: From Cultural Production to the Production of Space” in Nato Thompson and Independent Curators International (eds), Experimental Geography: Radical 
Approaches to Landscape, Cartography, and Urbanism (New York: Independent Curators International, 2008), 31‐2. 7 Richard Misrach, Bravo 20: The Bombing of the American West (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1990). 8 Los Angeles Urban Rangers, accessed June 20, 2013, http://laurbanrangers.org. See also Nicholas Bauch and Emily Eliza Scott, “The Los Angeles Urban Rangers: Actualizing Geographic Thought,” Cultural Geographies, Vol. 19, No. 3 (2012), 401‐409. 9 Edward W. Soja, Seeking Spatial Justice (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2010). 10 Cosgrove, Social Formation and Symbolic Landscape. 11 Bruyneel, The Third Space of Sovereignty, 222. 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recognized and sanctioned by settler‐states. Indeed, all representations of landscape are in some sense propositions for specific ways of seeing. Early settlers in Montana were often told explicitly how to see the landscape. The Northern Pacific Railroad, for instance, published a booklet for prospective homesteaders in 1909, just prior to the opening of the Flathead Reservation. It featured a long essay by Morton Elrod, “Some of the Last Free Government Homestead Land,” which detailed the “character and extent” of the reservation landscape. “Prospective settlers will not be disappointed in a visit to the country to be opened for settlement,” Elrod wrote, “and are urged to see it for themselves.”12 In addition to describing the region’s soil, climate, agricultural products, markets, and schools, the booklet included a section entitled, “How to See the Reservation.”13 In this case, “to See” referred both to the logistics of getting to the reservation and also to the ideological framework with which to interpret it once there. “Visitors to the reservation will not see an open, uninhabited country, a wilderness,” Elrod wrote. Instead, he insisted, they will find “good roads with substantial bridges, well kept and well fenced farms, fields of waving grain, many good houses and barns, and other indications of civilization.” After noting the presence of steam threshing machines, grazing animals, and fine breeds of stock, Elrod added,   The Indians have been in contact with the whites for 50 years and can speak the English language fluently. Many of the boys and girls have been away from home to school. When the 2,000 Indians are scattered over 2,500 square miles of territory there are not many to be seen at any one place. Most of them dress like whites and except as to color are but little different from their fair skinned brothers. These Indians have always been friendly with the whites even from earliest days. They have profited by the teachings of the Fathers and others and have become good farmers and stock raisers. The passing traveler would hardly suspect that the fine farms seen are owned and farmed by Indians as is the case.14                                                         12 Morton J. Elrod, “Some of the Last Free Government Homestead Land: The Flathead Reservation” (St. Paul, MN: Northern Pacific Railway, 1909), 3, Mansfield Library, Archives & Special Collections, University of Montana, Missoula (MLASC), accessed June 20, 2013, http://content.lib.umt.edu/cdm/compoundobject/collection/mlrbm/id/2421. 13 Elrod, “Some of the Last Free Government Homestead Land,” 13‐14. 14 Elrod, “Some of the Last Free Government Homestead Land,” 14. Elrod continued, “The white people on the reservation are ‘square,’ anxious to do business, and have always been found to be 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 The legacy of this particular way of seeing remains palpable and it constitutes part of the structure of settler colonialism. The Peace Park inhabits this landscape of dispossession. In contrast, the Justice Park occupies a landscape of possession. In Chapter 1, I evoked the view from Chief Mountain as a metaphor for reimagining landscape. The summit, I argued, is a place from which we might glimpse “other worlds” and “unpredicted futures.” It is an “‘elsewhere’ from which to envision a different and less hostile order of relationships.”15 Waterton‐Glacier Intertribal Justice Park is one of these other worlds, which comes into view when we embrace different ways of seeing.  
“Colorful Indians”  On May 24, 1949, the Superintendent of Glacier National Park, J.W. Emmert, sent a letter to his employee, Francis X. Guardipee, concerning the upcoming dedication of the Flathead County Airport on June 5. Born on the Blackfeet Reservation, Guardipee later became the first American Indian to work as a ranger at the park. “As a member of the Flathead County Committee on Dedication,” wrote Emmert, “I have been asked to try to secure the services of some Indians to make the dedication more colorful… [P]lease advise the cost of from five to eight Indians in full dress at the Flathead County Airport by about 9:00 a.m., and it may be desirable to have the head man of the Civil Aeronautics Department and one of the Northwest Airlines officers inducted into the tribe.”16  
                                                        reliable. They expect to do business after the country is settled, and realize that the settlement of the country by good people means good business for them. To aid visitors will therefore be mutually beneficial.” 15 Calling for a remapping of the “borderlands between nature and culture,” Donna Haraway writes, “I want the readers to find an ‘elsewhere’ from which to envision a different and less hostile order of relationships among people, animals, technologies, and land. Like the actors in the stories that follow, I also want to set new terms for the traffic between what we have come to know historically as nature and culture.” Donna J. Haraway, Primate Visions: Gender, Race, and Nature in the World of 
Modern Science (New York: Routledge, 1989), 15. 16 Letter, J.W. Emmert to Francis X. Guardipee, May 24, 1949, box 55, folder 2, Glacier National Park Archives, West Glacier (GNPA). 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This request was not unusual. Early on the park recognized the value of the Blackfeet’s “picturesque costumes” as a tourist amenity.17 A brochure, distributed by the Park Service in 1936, characterized Glacier as an “ideal place to see American Indians” and the Indians (i.e. the Blackfeet) as “a pitiful but picturesque remnant of their former pride and glory.”   Dressed in colorful native costume, a few families of braves greet the park visitor at Glacier Park Station and Hotel. Here they sing, dance, and tell stories of their former greatness. In these are reflected in a measure the dignity, the nobility, the haughtiness, and the savagery of one of the highest and most interesting of aboriginal American peoples.18  Given that the park had been carved out of the Blackfeet Reservation, it is no surprise that Indians were frequently called upon to add “color” to various events. An internal memo circulated after the dedication of Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park in 1932 noted, “Blackfeet Indians in tribal costume and the Royal Canadian Mounted Police added color and excitement to the day.”19 This sentiment was also conveyed in a letter to Horace M. Albright, Director of the National Park Service, from the Superintendent of Glacier National Park, E.T. Scoyen, who indicated, “The Indian band came up from Browning in full tribal costume and made a great hit.”20 The park, however, did not welcome all Indians. “Both Great Northern [Railway] and the park preferred ‘some good type Indians […] who do not have too large of families.’ The natives should be friendly, ‘have good costumes, put on a good show, and live in peace and harmony.’”21 In other words, it was important that Indians be recognizable but also non‐threatening. “Good type Indians” with “good costumes” was code for “authentic Indians.” These Indians satisfied the expectations                                                         17 Glacier National Park, “Report of Educational Division: Dedicatory Ceremony of Going‐to‐the‐Sun Highway,” no date, 2, box 55, folder 1, Glacier National Park Archives, West Glacier (GNPA). 18 National Park Service, Glacier National Park – Montana. 19 Glacier National Park, no author/date, box 56, folder 12, Glacier National Park Archives, West Glacier (GNPA).  20 Letter, E.T. Scoyen to Horace M. Albright, June 20, 1932, box 56, folder 10, Glacier National Park Archives, West Glacier (GNPA). 21 Keller and Turek, American Indians & National Parks, 57. 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of tourists who had been lured west by advertisements that prominently featured the “Glacier Park Indians,” as the Blackfeet were commonly known.22 “Today along the highways and railroad stations you may see a few of these Blackfeet who dress up in their elaborate and colorful ‘full dress,’” wrote Hector Lee in 1942. “These costumes are ordinarily reserved for special occasions such as the Sun Dance or tribal social dances, but since the white people who travel to this part of the country seem to expect the Indian always to be in full regalia, that’s the way you will find them at the station to greet you.”23 Thus over time the Blackfeet became synonymous with the park.24 As George Ruhle observed, “Indians are closely associated with Glacier National Park in the minds of park visitors.”25 Cultivated through advertising, this association was reinforced through exposure to “real Indians.” Although the role of the Blackfeet has evolved over the years, these baselines of authenticity remain deeply entrenched. In a 1976 letter to Mable Littlebull regarding the Blackfeet Indian craft demonstrations at the St. Mary Visitor Center, Superintendent Phillip Iversen wrote, “Please wear clothing that visitors to Glacier National Park can identify as Blackfeet. The wearing of Blackfeet clothing will attract visitors to your demonstrations in the visitor center and add a feeling of authenticity.”26  It is tempting to conclude that the park’s relationship with local tribes was one‐sided—that Glacier was the primary beneficiary. Although the park largely dictated the terms of engagement, these occasions did provide the Blackfeet an opportunity to interact with other Indians and also with the land. For this very reason, local Indian agents were wary of the Blackfeet’s continued “ceremonial presence” at the park because “it promoted cultural retention and contradicted their policy and efforts toward assimilation and agriculturalization.”27 In this sense, the                                                         22 In 1915, the Great Northern Railway produced a film entitled A Day in the Life of a Glacier Park 
Indian. 23 Hector Lee, “Studies of the Blackfeet Indians” (1942), 8, Glacier National Park George C. Ruhle Library, West Glacier (GNPRL). 24 Reeves and Peacock, “Our Mountains Are Our Pillows,” 131. 25 Ruhle, Guide to Glacier National Park, 7. 26 Letter, Phillip Iversen to Mrs. Mable Littlebull, June 8, 1976, box 183, folder 5, Glacier National Park Archives, West Glacier (GNPA). 27 Reeves and Peacock, “Our Mountains Are Our Pillows,” 130. 
  362 
park functioned in part as a venue for “transformative praxis” and also what Robert Odawi Porter calls “tribal disobedience,” which in its most benign form simply entails defying expectations.28 In the case of the Blackfeet, it is perhaps more accurate to say that they exceeded expectations. And in so doing they cultivated relationships that are an enduring part of the “more than what you see here,” alluded to by Tony Incashola. An ethnographic report, published in 2001, notes the changing role of the Blackfeet in “promoting the Park and entertaining tourists” over the past 80 years. Anthropologists Brian Reeves and Sandra Peacock write, “The Blackfeet and other tribes, where appropriate, have played, and always will play, a very critical ‘ceremonial presence’ at Glacier.” In conclusion, they argue,   Some cynics, both Indian and white, view the Indian presence at such ceremonies as only a token gesture. Other people, including many traditional Piikani elders whom the authors have come to know in the course of their work, see these ceremonials quite differently. To the traditional Piikani, these events and their participation in them is a logical and continuing affirmation of the Piikani’s long‐time relationship with Mistakis—the place where most things began—and continue to be sustained.29   In arguing that an “overarching assumption of whiteness” and a “foundational erasure of the aboriginal peoples” is embedded in the very idea of an International Peace Park, Catriona Mortimer‐Sandilands cites the incorporation of the Peace Pipe Ceremony in events at Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park. “The traditional ritual of the Peace Pipe Ceremony, in alignment with romantic discourses about native connections with the natural world,” Mortimer‐Sandilands writes, “marked a sort of blessing of the inherent rightness of the Peace Park enterprise without interfering with the fact that there were supposed to be, in this ritual, really only two nations involved.”30  
                                                        28 Robert Odawi Porter, “Tribal Disobedience,” Syracuse University Public Law Research Paper No. 05‐01 (September 20, 2005), accessed June 20, 2013, http://ssrn.com/abstract=811585. See also Deloria, Indians in Unexpected Places. 29 Reeves and Peacock, “Our Mountains Are Our Pillows,” 132. 30 Mortimer‐Sandilands, “The Geology Recognizes No Boundaries,” 327.  
  363 
While this may be the case, Incashola’s rejoinder again resonates: “There is more than what you see here.” The clause, “supposed to be,” reveals a degree of uncertainty in Mortimer‐Sandilands’s claim. It creates an opening and forces us to consider the possibility that dispossession remains incomplete. Just because the ritual was supposed to involve only two nations, does not mean it did. Ironically, the event that included the most vivid display of “Indian color” during Glacier’s first century also provides some of the clearest evidence in support of Incashola’s assertion, “there is more than what you see here.”  
“The Indian Peace Ceremony”  The weather on the continental divide at 6,654 feet was ideal on Saturday, July 15, 1933, when nearly five thousand people gathered at Logan Pass for the dedication of Going‐to‐the‐Sun Road. The three‐part ceremony, which opened with a flag raising and a rendition of the Star Spangled Banner by the Blackfeet Tribal Band, celebrated not only the completion of the road—after more than 13 years of construction—but also the first anniversary of the establishment of Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park, and the unveiling of a plaque at Logan Pass in honor of Stephen T. Mather, the first director of the National Park Service and an early proponent of the road. Following remarks by numerous dignitaries, the dedication culminated in an elaborate “Indian Peace Ceremony,” involving more than 200 Blackfeet, Salish, and Kootenai Indians in full regalia. After the ceremony, the dedication concluded with the singing of “America” and “Montana” by members of the Civilian Conservation Corps. Organized by Park Naturalist Dr. George C. Ruhle, the peace ceremony was considered by many to be the highlight of the event. Reflecting on the ceremony in a report for the park’s Educational Division, Ruhle wrote, “Greatest interest was undoubtedly shown the colorful Indian pageant which climaxed the celebration and into which was injected all the wild freedom and spirit of the plainsman.”31 And in his administrative history of the park, Donald Robinson asserted, “A more                                                         31 Ruhle, “Report of Educational Division,” 5. 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interesting and colorful ceremony has never been enacted within the boundaries of Glacier National Park.”32 The peace ceremony itself consisted of a sumptuous ritual staged in a natural amphitheater at Logan Pass. “Bedizened with fluttering feathers and bedaubed with paint, a mounted Blackfeet war party, with scouts in advance, approached the summit from the east and sighted a party of Flatheads and Kootenais in the west,” Ruhle wrote.   The scouts advanced alone and placed on top of the pass a bent stick decorated with eagle feathers, horse hair and tobacco to signify that the Blackfeet desired peace, that they wished to smoke the pipe together, and to exchange gifts and horses. Were the stick straight, pointed, and undecorated, war would be signified. Upon retreat of the scouts, Flathead and Kootenai scouts approached to examine it and get its message, which they carried to their chieftains. The two parties slowly advanced towards each other, chanting their war songs which were echoed by squaws gathered on the adjacent slopes to watch the proceedings. The leading chiefs hailed each other and conversed together in signs; the braves dismounted and, kneeling, faced each other in two parallel lines and smoked the sacred pipe, passing it from right to left with great solemnity. An exchange of gifts and mounts followed. As a symbol that the three tribes were now at peace forever, and that a new route of communication had been opened between the lands of their ancestors, the Blackfeet passed over the highway into the territory of their former enemies; the Flatheads and Kootenais advanced into the land of the Blackfeet. Upon returning to the pass, the tribes held a great feast of celebration, beginning with the Grass Dance.33   Clearly, the peace ceremony struck a chord. “History in the making was staged before the eyes of almost five thousand spectators, gathered primarily for the dedicatory opening; they departed,” boasted Ruhle, “chanting the praises of the spectacle which chance had brought to them.”34 Ruhle relayed the comments of “a grizzled, sun‐reddened oldster” in his report on the ceremony. “Son, I’ve seen every important Indian and pioneer celebration in this state since the seventies, but yours was by far the best yet.” As if to add credibility to the oldster’s claim, Ruhle also                                                         32 Robinson, Through the Years in Glacier National Park, 93. 33 George C. Ruhle, “The Logan Pass Indian Ceremony,” Glacial Drift (August 1933), 29, Glacier National Park George C. Ruhle Library, West Glacier (GNPRL). 34 Ruhle, “The Logan Pass Indian Ceremony,” 24. 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noted, “Several park service men expressed a belief that it was the most spectacular and colorful pageant ever staged in any national park.”35 In addition to eliciting general praise, those who attended the ceremony commented on their sense of its authenticity. Not only had the ceremony been staged by Indians, it seemed to have been conducted for them as well. What left spectators dumbfounded, in other words, was not simply the fact that the Indians made peace but that the gesture had been perceived as “real.” It was as if the tribes had literally “buried the tomahawk forever.”36 “Fortune has favored few white people,” Ruhle exclaimed, “to be witness to the pageantry, blazonry, and solemnity attendant to certain significant events of aboriginal history, especially those of intertribal nature, such as peace pacts.”37 As a result of their good fortune, these white people, Ruhle speculated, “had a great deal more respect for and interest in their American predecessors when night came on the 15th.”38 Various reports that circulated after the dedication consistently emphasized the sincerity of the gesture. A press release from the park declared, “Two hundred Blackfeet, Kootenai and Selish (Flathead) Indians, in full tribal regalia, provided the highlight of the program when they conducted an actual ceremony of peace. Meeting at the exact spot where their forefathers occasionally held bloody conflicts, the rival tribes smoked the pipe of peace and concluded the ceremonies with several hours of tribal dances.”39 Likewise, Ruhle insisted, “They decided to smoke the pipe of peace not in show but in true fashion and in earnest to celebrate their lasting state of peace.”40 Superintendent Scoyen best expressed this sentiment in a letter to Horace M. Albright, Director of the National Park Service: “Many old timers in this section of                                                         35 Ruhle, “Report of Educational Division,” 6. 36 In a more lighthearted account of the ceremony, Sourdough Sam wrote, “After the big pow‐wow was over, then it was that the great pacificator and peace maker, Doc Ruhle, brought the warring tribes of the Salish and Kootenais, the Blackfeet and Piegans together and there in that solemn environment of beetling crags, drifted snow, flower and pine bedecked and ornamented canyons, the tribes buried the tomahawk forever.” Sourdough Sam, “The Great Pow‐Wow,” Glacial Drift (August 1933), 1, Glacier National Park George C. Ruhle Library, West Glacier (GNPRL). 37 Ruhle, “The Logan Pass Indian Ceremony,” 24. 38 Ruhle, “Report of Educational Division,” 8. 39 E.T. Scoyen, Glacier National Park press release (July 21, 1933), 1, box 55, folder 1, Glacier National Park Archives, West Glacier (GNPA). 40 Ruhle, “Report of Educational Division,” 2. 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the country state that they never saw Indians enter into anything with such enthusiasm as they did this peace ceremony. Perhaps this was due to the fact that it was very real to the Indians in that they actually did declare peace.”41  The reports also pointed out that Indians had initiated the peace process. They were motivated by a desire, Donald Robinson suggested, “to affirm a peace between tribes that had formerly been bitter enemies, but which in recent years had let the fires of animosity die without any official sharing of peaceable intentions.”42 Ruhle attributed it to a sense of “hereditary duty.”43 He described the scene at the pass the night before the ceremony as “one of romantic grandeur.”44 The “craggy mountains” surrounding Logan Pass were “wildly in harmony with the aborigines who prowled thru their fastness.”45 Speaking to the Indians at a “great council” on the morning of the ceremony, Ruhle communicated the “aims and purposes” of the dedication and distributed packages of tobacco as “a gesture of friendliness.” “It was emphasized that this was the Indians’ own show, and the Park Service was acting only in an advising and assisting capacity.”46 Later, Ruhle wrote,   Not since 1868 had the pipe of peace passed between the head chiefs of the three tribes tho [sic] the fires of hatred had long since been dulled and quenched by the passing of the buffalo and the ascendancy of a newer generation. Here was opportunity presented to assert the peace that had been lasting and to confirm the friendship that had grown with the years. The three tribes agreed among themselves, quite independent of Park or Indian Services, to smoke the pipe not in sham but in all the earnestness and sincerity of their departed ancestors.47                                                         41 Letter, E.T. Scoyen to Horace M. Albright, July 22, 1933, box 55, folder 1, Glacier National Park Archives, West Glacier (GNPA). 42 Robinson, Through the Years in Glacier National Park, 92‐93. 43 Ruhle wrote, “Not even the dire misfortune of an accident to a truckload of Flatheads which snuffed out two lives could diminish the ardor with which the Indians entered upon what they considered their hereditary duty.” Ruhle, “The Logan Pass Indian Ceremony,” 24.  44 Ruhle continued, “Against the ebony of Pollock Mountain were marked two lines of the three dozen tepees, their bases hidden in Alpine fir, their tops glowing in the dull yellow light of interior camp fires. The wailing of a squaw whose husband had been killed in the accident, the groaning of another whose back had been wrenched in the same, and the sobbing of a babe were the only sounds interrupting the soothing soughing of the midnight breeze from the depths below.” Ruhle, “The Logan Pass Indian Ceremony,” 25. 45 Ruhle, “The Logan Pass Indian Ceremony,” 24. 46 Ruhle, “Report of Educational Division,” 4. 47 Ruhle, “The Logan Pass Indian Ceremony,” 24. 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 Despite these assertions, Ruhle’s claim that the tribes initiated the peace offering is dubious. He contradicted himself, for instance, in a separate report in which he indicated that Howard H. Hays, president of the Park Transportation Company, “suggested that some Flathead and Blackfeet Indians be brot [sic] to the pass and induced to smoke the pipe of peace.”48 Regardless, the tribes had “a great and profitable time,” and expressed to Ruhle their desire “to meet on peaceful terms again next year with all of their former adversaries.”49 Aside from the dedication of Going‐to‐the‐Sun Road in 1933, there is additional precedent for peace—particularly of the intertribal sort—in and around Glacier National Park. While the “Indian Peace Ceremony” may have been the most dramatic example, the Judith Basin Peace Treaty or Lame Bull Treaty, signed in 1855, also established a zone of intertribal peace. Historian John C. Ewers argued, “This convocation of fifty‐nine prominent leaders of eight different tribes at the Blackfoot treaty council in mid‐October, 1855, was undoubtedly the most important intertribal gathering ever held on the northwestern plains.”50 Elsewhere, the product of this convocation was characterized as “a ‘dream’ treaty of inter‐tribal justice, to be enforced by whites.”51 Over three thousand Indians attended the council, which culminated in the last in a series of ten treaties negotiated by Isaac Stevens in 1854‐55.  However, the Lame Bull Treaty was unusual. “It was not a so‐called land treaty at all; it was a peace treaty.”52 Article II of the treaty called for “peaceful                                                         48 Ruhle, “Report of Educational Division,” 1. 49 Ruhle, “The Logan Pass Indian Ceremony,” 29. 50 John C. Ewers, The Blackfeet: Raiders on the Northwestern Plains (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1958), 224‐25. 51 Bert Hansen, “Your Land Forever,” souvenir program for historical pageant performed in Missoula, Montana (August 12‐13, 1955), Mansfield Library, Archives & Special Collections, University of Montana, Missoula (MLASC). 52 William E. Farr, “’When We Were First Paid’: The Blackfoot Treaty, The Western Tribes, and the Creation of the Common Hunting Ground, 1855,” Great Plains Quarterly, Vol. 21, No. 2 (Spring, 2001), 131‐32. Similarly, Robert Ignatius Burns wrote, “The Blackfoot Council on the Great Plains was to be an affair of some magnitude, directly affecting at least sixteen thousand Indians of many tribes. It was a peace treaty, not a land treaty. It achieved its purpose, nevertheless, precisely by dividing and limiting the great hunting ranges.” Robert Ignatius Burns, The Jesuits and the Indian Wars of the 
Northwest (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1966), 117. 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relations,” “mutual good‐will” and “friendship” between the tribes. Article III established a “common hunting ground” or “buffalo commons” south of the Missouri River, north of the Yellowstone River, and east of the Continental Divide. The commons, which included a ten‐mile buffer zone along its northern edge, adjacent to the Blackfeet reservation, was to be used by the assembled tribes for a period of ninety‐nine years.53 In part, the treaty affirmed the long‐standing practice of “going to buffalo” by the Western Indians—tribes such as the Salish, Pend d’Oreille, Kootenai, and Nez Perce, which for years had been crossing the continental divide to hunt bison on the eastern plains. As historian William Farr noted, “The Blackfoot treaty provision for a common hunting ground or a buffalo commons was not a concept foreign to tribal experience.”54 In other words, the treaty simply recognized an enduring form of “bison diplomacy” and a “preexisting regional Indian commons.”55  
The “Imminent Presence” of Peace  Seventy‐seven years after the Lame Bull Treaty was signed—notwithstanding profound changes, including a collapse of the commons and the bison population upon which it was based—peaceful relations were once again consecrated in the Alberta/Montana borderlands. In 1932, at the behest of Rotarians from Alberta and Montana, the Canadian Parliament and U.S. Congress passed legislation establishing Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park, the world’s first peace park. It was intended to symbolize the peace and goodwill existing between two nations that shared (what had been until recently) the longest undefended border in the world. Reverend Samuel H. Middleton, a prominent Rotarian from Cardston, Alberta, who 
                                                        53 Regarding the projected ninety‐nine year life of the commons, William Farr wrote, “In fact, the federal common hunting ground was negotiated out of existence within ten years and the buffalo were all but gone in thirty.” Farr, “When We Were First Paid,” 150. In a subsequent article, Farr argued, “The provisions of the Stevens treaties that promised the Indians on both sides of the Continental Divide peaceful buffalo hunting for ninety‐nine years, less than a decade later appeared hopelessly out of date and, above all, inconvenient.” Farr, “Going to Buffalo: Part 2,” 28. 54 Farr, “When We Were First Paid,” 142. 55 Farr, “When We Were First Paid,” 133. 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was regarded as the father of the peace park idea, wrote, “The whole region has about it something indescribable. Perhaps the imminent presence which broods over it and which is universally felt may best be described as peace.”56 Assistant Secretary of the Interior, Joseph M. Dixon went a step further when he represented the U.S. Government at the dedication ceremony on June 18, 1932. In addition to reading a message from President Hoover and reflecting on his own role in establishing Glacier National Park in 1910, the former U.S. Representative, Senator, and Governor of Montana mused aloud about the idea of peace embodied by the new park. “We have just as good friends across the border in Canada as we have across our other borders in Idaho and Wyoming and the Dakotas. We are all North Americans,” he proudly declared. “We all enjoy the freedom of the great open spaces and the glory of the mountains… So what’s all the fuss about, we say—why the surprise. The Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park, to our western minds, is a natural, logical development.”57 The park, Dixon continued, “points the way to a world‐wide citizenship based on respect for human rights and human laws. It marks a spiritual and moral victory over the so‐called world citizenship of the communist and other wreckers of private rights and private happiness. It is one more step forward from the action of our brave ancestors at Runnimede.”58  Today, the brochure that every motorist receives upon entering the park reinforces this message, albeit as a slightly watered‐down version. “Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park represents a vision of a world in which people set aside their differences to work collectively in the interest of all life, for all time. This sacred place is the living embodiment of hope.” A sign at the Goat Haunt Peace Pavilion reiterates this message within the context of nations rather than peoples. “True to its roots as a beacon of hope, the Peace Park continues to inspire contemplation of the importance of respect and cooperation between nations.” Every year since the establishment of the Peace Park in 1932, Canadian and                                                         56 Samuel H. Middleton, “Historical,” Official program for the Consummation and Dedication of the Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park (July 4, 1936), box 56, folder 11, Glacier National Park Archives, West Glacier (GNPA). 57 Joseph M. Dixon, “Special Press Memorandum,” Department of the Interior (June 18, 1932), 3, box 56, folder 12, Glacier National Park Archives, West Glacier (GNPA). 58 Ibid, 7. 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American Rotarians have assembled for the “Hands Across the Border Ceremony,” a symbolic ritual that literally straddles the international boundary. The ceremony is the highlight of the annual goodwill gathering organized by the Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park Association. Standing in their respective countries, the Rotarians extend their hands across the border and reaffirm their commitment to peace, declaring in unison, “In the name of God we will not take up arms against each other. We will work for peace: maintain liberty: strive for freedom: and demand equal opportunities for all mankind. May the long existing peace between our two nations stimulate other people to follow this example.” In spite of this optimism there are indications that something else broods over the region and that peace is not “universally felt.” (Figure 7.4) Another large sign at the entrance to the Goat Haunt Peace Pavilion welcomes visitors to the United States and the American portion of Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park. “The opportunity to travel so easily across the international border speaks powerfully about the values of peace and trust between our nations,” the sign reads.59 Tacked to the wall just inside the pavilion, however, are two laminated signs from the Canada Border Services Agency, which also speak powerfully about the values of peace and trust. The first sign states, “Boarding the vessel is deemed valid consent to screening or inspection. Failure to consent to screening/inspection will result in denial of authorization to board the vessel.” The second sign stipulates, “Only Citizens or permanent residents of Canada or the United States may seek entry through the parks. It is illegal for citizens or permanent residents of any other country to seek entry into Canada via the trails or by boat. They must appear for examination in a regular port of entry during regular hours of operation.”60 These                                                         59 The sign continues, “We celebrate our ongoing friendship with Canada through cooperative management of our shared park resources and through our commitment to the future of this land. An exploration of the Goat Haunt Peace Pavilion will help you learn more about this friendship and the meanings of peace in our world.” 60 Titled “Travelers Advisory for individuals seeking entry into Canada in the Waterton/Glacier National Park Area,” the second sign also states, “Every person seeking to enter Canada must appear for examination to determine whether that person has a right to enter Canada or is or may be authorized to enter and remain in Canada. […] Remember: ONLY CITIZENS or PERMANENT RESIDENTS OF CANADA OR THE UNITED STATES will be admitted into Canada through the Waterton/Glacier National Park. […] Any person arriving at Waterton, either by foot or by boat, who 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temporary signs tell a different story about the imminent presence of peace, one in which certain differences are not “set aside” but instead remain deeply entrenched. According to Glacier’s website, entry to the park via the Goat Haunt Ranger Station—a remote site just a few miles south of the U.S.‐Canada border—is limited. “At this time, only citizens of the United States and Canada are permitted access to the U.S. through this limited port of entry. Citizens of other countries may feel free to leave the boat and take the short 1/4 mile hike from the boat dock to the ranger station, but may not travel further south.”61 A large sign in the Peace Pavilion, entitled “A Fragile Peace,” offers an explanation of sorts for these restrictions, which appear to contradict the spirit of the transboundary park. “Goat Haunt seems an oasis of solitude and tranquility, a place seemingly untouched by the frenetic pace of the city and the complex problems of the wider world. The events of September 11, 2001 brought sudden change to Goat Haunt,” the sign reads. “The world’s first international peace park was a less peaceful place as the hard realities of the world overshadowed the ideals of cooperation and collaboration shared here between nation friends. The events of September 11 were a stark reminder that harmony and friendship are fragile commodities in a world where intolerance and war are such common responses.”62 To illustrate this “overshadowing,” the sign features an image of New York City’s skyline, including the World Trade Center, superimposed on a photograph of Mount Cleveland, Glacier’s highest peak.63 (Figure 7.5) Hard realities aside, the peace and goodwill embodied by Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park has often been described as real, echoing the consensus                                                         does not have proper proof of Citizenship will immediately be sent back to the United States by the Canada Border Services Officer or RCMP member.” 61 Glacier National Park, “Goat Haunt – Glacier National Park,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.nps.gov/glac/planyourvisit/goathaunt.htm. 62 The sign continues, “Tremors from these shocking acts of terrorism were felt along this peaceful stretch of the boundary as the United States responded to homeland security threats. This once open border crossing, where people from all nations could travel between countries with minimal scrutiny, was suddenly closed. It would eventually be reopened only to citizens of Canada and the United States. […] Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park is still a powerful setting for personal reflection on peace, what it means, and how our perspectives might be influenced by world events. Places like Goat Haunt provide a peaceful setting so difficult to find in other parts of the world. This Peace Park, managed cooperatively and spanning two nations, reminds us of the possibilities of international goodwill and friendship so needed in our fragile world today.” 63 A caption reads, “In today’s world, remote areas like Goat Haunt are impacted by events and circumstances far removed from park boundaries.” 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that emerged following the Indian Peace Ceremony at Logan Pass. An interpretive sign at the International Peace Park Pavilion in Waterton Village, for example, declares, “Cooperation between the two parks reaches far beyond meetings and handshakes.” On the occasion of the park’s 70th anniversary in 2002, Steve Thompson of the National Parks Conservation Association asserted, “A peace park is not just a symbolic thing. It comes down to real cooperation on the ground. And everything refers back to Waterton‐Glacier. Waterton‐Glacier is the standard‐bearer; it’s the inspiration for this peace park movement around the world.”64 Twenty years prior, at a ceremony marking the park’s golden anniversary, Superintendent Robert Haraden likewise noted, “The idea spawned here 50 years ago is more than symbolic—it is a living, powerful force for world peace.”65 Others were less sanguine about the reality of peace. Glacier National Park’s 1972 Interpretive Prospectus, for instance, acknowledged, “A truly cooperative program between Glacier and Waterton is absolutely necessary if the concept of an International Peace Park is to evolve into something more than just a ‘nice idea.’”66 In 1980, historian Dave Walter observed, “The Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park, as established, exists primarily as a noble idea, as a symbol. In reality, the park’s international quality has eluded actualization. The peace park—this international hybrid—remains, fifty years after its creation, essentially symbolic.”67 Aside from construction of the Chief Mountain International Highway, all of the Peace Parks achievements, Walter concluded, fell “within the field of interpretation.” “That is, the accomplishments have been limited to the erection of plaques and cairns, to the alteration of national‐park signing, to the convening of commemorative assemblies, and to the coordination of the two parks’ interpretive                                                         64 Michael Jamison, “Glacier poses for peace,” Missoulian (February 12, 2002). 65 Robert Haraden, “Waterton‐Glacier Golden Anniversary,” box 56, folder 12, Glacier National Park Archives, West Glacier (GNPA). 66 Glacier National Park, Interpretive Prospectus, 25. 67 Dave Walter, “The Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park, 1932‐1982: Symbol and/or Reality,” in Alan S. Newell, David Walter, James R. McDonald (eds), “Historic Resources Study, Historic Structures Survey” (Glacier National Park, August 1980), 2, Glacier National Park George C. Ruhle Library, West Glacier (GNPRL). Walter added, “As the land is the very basis of the Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park, possibility in the land rests a solution for realizing, rather than symbolizing, the Peace Park” (2‐3). 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programs.”68 In contrast to the “preexisting regional Indian commons” that was retroactively recognized, Mortimer‐Sandilands argues that the Peace Park was “retroactively naturalized.” It did not, in other words, preexist its construction.69 “The Peace Park regularly invoked historical precedent to justify its existence. If the park was to appear as a recognition of a ‘real’ and abiding relationship rather than as a mere public relations gesture as arbitrary as the border it supposedly crossed,” she concludes, “it had to create a narrative of its existence by which its founding was simply a recognition of an already established ‘natural’ state of affairs.”70 In hindsight, then, the imminent presence that broods over the whole region—and what was retroactively naturalized—may be described more accurately as peace without justice.   
No Justice, No Peace!  All this talk of peace begs the question: What about justice? The slogan, familiar to anyone who has marched in the street, reminds us of the vital association: “No justice, no peace.”71 Or, in the words of Peter Tosh, the Jamaican reggae musician and founding member of the Wailers, “Everyone is crying out for peace, none is crying out for justice. I don’t want no peace, I need equal rights and justice.”72                                                         68 Walter, “The Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park, 1932‐1982,” 21. 69 Mortimer‐Sandilands’s claim evokes Donna Haraway’s famous observation, “Nature cannot pre‐exist its construction.” Donna J. Haraway, “The Promises of Monsters: A Regenerative Politics for Inappropriate/d Others,” in Lawrence Grossberg, Cary Nelson and Paula A. Treichler (eds), Cultural 
Studies (New York: Routledge, 1992), 296. 70 Mortimer‐Sandilands, “The Geology Recognizes No Boundaries,” 325. See also Mihalic, “Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park”; Büscher, Transforming the Frontier. 71 While its origins are unclear, the slogan is often attributed to U.S. Congresswoman Maxine Waters, who used it to explain the rioting in Los Angeles in the wake of the 1992 Rodney King trail. 72 Tosh, of Bob Marley and the Wailers fame, highlights the relationship between peace and justice in his song “Equal Rights.” Baz Dreisinger, “Peter Tosh: Reclaiming a Wailer,” NPR Music (July 9, 2011), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.npr.org/2011/07/09/137701446/peter‐tosh‐reclaiming‐a‐wailer. Justice is also emphasized by the Navajo punk band Blackfire, which concludes its song “Is This Justice?” with a rhetorical question: “The more we say, the less we are heard / Is this justice? The 
more we say the less we are heard / Is this justice? / The more we want to know the less we learn / Is 
this justice? / Is this justice? / Is this justice? / Is this justice?” Arturo Escobar explores the relationship between peace and justice in his most recent book, Territories of Difference. “Peace‐with‐justice should be seen as always in process, something that can be approached only asymptotically but can never really be reached. […] Peace—understood as a set of economic, cultural, and ecological 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All too often the rhetoric of peace has been used to justify war and to condone violence. President Ulysses S. Grant’s “Peace Policy” of 1871, for example, was described as “conquest by kindness.” One of Grant’s officers, Colonel George Ward Nichols commented, “The benefits of the arts of peace may be taught the red man, but the saving grace of our reform movement is, ‘The iron fingers in a velvet glove.’”73 In 1835, Alexis de Tocqueville famously declared, “It is impossible to destroy men with more respect for the laws of humanity.”74 de Tocqueville’s assessment of United States Indian policy can be seamlessly translated to read: it is impossible to destroy men more peacefully.  If there is a historical precedent for peace in the region, the same cannot be said of justice. While the conflation of preservation, patriotism, and peace has been naturalized, justice has been almost entirely absent from the conversation.75 
                                                        processes that bring about a measure of justice and balance to the natural and social orders—is the deepest meaning of the ecology of difference that aims toward worlds and knowledges otherwise.” Escobar, Territories of Difference, 17. 73 Dippie, The Vanishing American, 146. In Killing Custer, James Welch offers a poignant example of the “saving grace” of these “iron fingers.” Describing the local response to the Massacre on the Marias, Welch cites an article published on March 30, 1870 in the Helena Herald. “There is every reason to believe that the raid of Colonel Baker, in addition to ridding the Territory of the most murderous band of Indians in the country, has also had a very salutary effect on the other tribes of the Blackfeet Nation. There is a good prospect of future peace and security.” Welch, Killing Custer, 35. 74 Alexis de Tocqueville wrote, “The Spaniards were unable to exterminate the Indian race by those unparalleled atrocities which brand them with indelible shame, nor did they succeed even in wholly depriving it of its rights; but the Americans of the United States have accomplished this twofold purpose with singular felicity, tranquilly, legally, philanthropically, without shedding blood, and without violating a single great principle of morality in the eyes of the world. It is impossible to destroy men with more respect for the laws of humanity.” Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in 
America, Vol. 1 (New York: Vintage, 1945), 369, accessed June 20, 2013, http://xroads.virginia.edu/~HYPER/DETOC/1_ch18.htm. Cited in Dippie, The Vanishing American, 70. 75 Justice is obviously a complex idea. Attesting to this fact, David Harvey writes, “The positive sense of justice as a right has […] been a powerful provocateur in political movements: struggles against injustice have powerfully animated movements for social change. The problem, of course, is that there are innumerable concepts of justice to which we may appeal.” Harvey, Spaces of Global 
Capitalism, 54‐5. In the context of the Intertribal Park, Wendy Brown’s working definition of justice in Politics Out of History is of particular value. More temporal than spatial or institutional, justice “pertains almost entirely to a practice of responsible relations between generations. Justice concerns not only our debt to the past but also the past’s legacy in the present; it informs not only our obligation to the future but also our responsibility for our (ghostly) presence in that future.” Brown, 
Politics Out of History, 147. 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Following Candace Slater, we might ask: “What [are] the thorny issues of justice and injustice that scenes of a marvelous [and peaceful] nature too often cloak?”76 Located at the head of Waterton Lake, the Goat Haunt Ranger Station is one of the least accessible entry points to Glacier National Park. It is also where the park most forcefully interprets itself in relation to the larger International Peace Park. Inaccessible by car, the majority of visitors arrive by boat—riding the length of Upper Waterton Lake aboard the historic M.V. International, which has been in service since 1927, and disembarking at the Goat Haunt Peace Pavilion. More adventurous types arrive on foot—walking seven miles south from Waterton Village and crossing the international boundary in the process. Goat Haunt is also the northern terminus of the Continental Divide Trail and every year a handful of intrepid hikers arrive at Goat Haunt having walked over 3,000 miles from the U.S.‐Mexico border. All of these visitors are encouraged to reflect on the meaning of the peace park as well as the concept of peace more generally. According to Glacier’s 2006 Comprehensive Interpretive Plan, “Interpretation should provoke thoughtful reflection and encourage visitors to think about peace and develop their own conclusions.”77 To this end, a series of large signs inside the Peace Pavilion describe the history and unique characteristics of Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park and also the growth of the global peace park movement. In addition, visitors are invited to share their “personal goals for contributing to peace” on a message board covered with post‐it notes.  To “provoke thoughtful reflection,” the pavilion includes photographs of Nobel laureates and quotations from prominent philosophers, theologians, and politicians. By no means conspicuous, neither is the concept of justice wholly absent from the park’s interpretive materials. On one sign, an aphorism by Malcolm X is sandwiched between quotations from Albert Schweitzer and William Channing: “You can’t separate peace from freedom because no one can be at peace unless he has his freedom.” Nearby, a quotation from Baruch Spinoza reads: “Peace is not an                                                         76 Candace Slater, Entangled Edens: Visions of the Amazon (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2002), 3. 77 Glacier National Park, Comprehensive Interpretive Plan. 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absence of war, it is a virtue, a state of mind, a disposition for benevolence, confidence, justice.” “There are many other ways to define and think about peace,” the sign reads. “How does your vision of peace compare to those here?” Like these token references to justice, a passing comment during a ceremony at Marias Pass over eighty years ago remains a rare exception. Associate Forester Edward A. Sherman was among a handful of dignitaries who spoke at the dedication of the Theodore Roosevelt Memorial at Marias Pass on October 25, 1931. Incidentally, newspaper accounts of the dedication dutifully noted the presence of Indians. The Spokesman‐Review, for example, reported: “Adding color to the scene with their full tribal regalia, several Blackfoot Indians watched the ceremonies.”78 Before accepting custodianship of the monument on behalf of the Forest Service, Sherman extolled the virtues of Roosevelt, an “ideal outdoor man” and conservation’s “greatest champion,” by his estimation.   Washington fought for the independence of man, 1776; Lincoln labored for the union cause of ’61; Roosevelt sought economic justice and opportunity, not for his own generation alone, but equal justice for the generations which are to follow. Like Washington and Lincoln, he grows in moral stature and historical importance with the passing of time. Instead of fading into the distance his dynamic character is more clearly and sharply outlined.79  In conclusion, Sherman solemnly stated, “In the name of the Forest Service, and pledging its support to the principles of human justice which inspired the cause of conservation, this memorial is accepted to be held in trust for the people of the United States generation by generation.”80 It’s not clear what Sherman had in mind when he vowed to support the “principles of human justice.” Perhaps he was influenced by Gifford Pinchot’s utilitarian creed of the “greatest good for the greatest number in the long run.” Likely, he hadn’t given it much thought. Nor would he (or the Forest Service) in the years to come.                                                          78 “T.R. Memorial at Marias Pass,” The Spokesman­Review (October 27, 1931). 79 Edward A. Sherman, “Remarks by Associate Forester E. A. Sherman, of the Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, at the unveiling of the Roosevelt Memorial at Marias Pass, Montana, Sunday, October 25, 1931,” box 56, folder 5, Glacier National Park Archives, West Glacier (GNPA). 80 Ibid. 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Evidently the Forest Service’s commitment to the “principles of human justice” had waned by the time the Roosevelt Memorial was rededicated on July 10, 1991. Anticipating problems, the Park Service circulated an internal memo prior to the ceremony, which included a tentative program and detailed plans and contingencies for the day. Rangers were instructed to coordinate with the Flathead County Sheriff to cordon off organized protesters and also to identify others “threatening disruption.” Accompanying dignitaries and other guests on the train from Whitefish to Marias Pass, interpreters were advised to “avoid controversial subjects” and also provided a list of “topics to avoid,” such as “corn spill/grizzlies” and the “Badger‐Two Medicine oil permit issue.” And photographers were asked to document protesters. “These photos,” the memo stated, “are invaluable for law enforcement purposes later on – especially Earth First costumes, etc.”81 Although it was a rare exception, Sherman’s pledge nonetheless raises the question: If peace can be incorporated into a park’s mandate, why can’t justice? Alternately, how can peace be incorporated without a vision of justice? Perhaps justice, which Wendy Brown—channeling Derrida—defines as “a practice of responsible relations between generations,” has already been incorporated, albeit discreetly.82 Or, rather, perhaps struggles for justice have been occurring in the park (and beyond) in spite of any mandate.  
Transformative Praxis of Mutual Self­Recognition  In a provocative essay, “Subjects of Empire,” Glen Coulthard examines liberal practices of recognition in neocolonial contexts. “The politics of recognition in its contemporary form promises to reproduce the very configurations of colonial power that Indigenous peoples’ demands for recognition have historically sought to transcend,” Coulthard argues.83 For this reason, he rejects the possibility of “ushering in an era of peaceful co‐existence” within a neocolonial framework. As an                                                         81 Glacier National Park, “Marias Pass Rededication – July 10, 1991,” internal memo, box 56, folder 5, Glacier National Park Archives, West Glacier (GNPA). 82 Brown, Politics Out of History, 147. 83 Coulthard, “Subjects of Empire,” 439. 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alternative, Coulthard proposes the idea of “prefigurative” or “transformative praxis” of “critical individual and collective self‐recognition.”84 This process of self‐affirmation bypasses “recognition‐based models of liberal pluralism,” and refuses the gift of what Fanon calls “white liberty and white justice.” Instead, it cultivates and propagates profoundly non‐imperialist relationships “within and between peoples and the natural world.” Glacier National Park, I suggest, is one space among many in which this contemporary praxis of mutual self‐recognition plays out. In some cases, park managers consciously facilitate processes of self‐affirmation. Often, however, their role is more unwitting. Over the past decade, as park officials have made a more concerted effort to improve tribal relations and incorporate native perspectives in the park’s interpretive programming, opportunities for indigenous self‐affirmation have expanded.85 These efforts, however, have not diminished a collective sense of resentment among the tribes. A century of contentious relations, following the theft of their land, has provided the tribes with intimate knowledge of “the cunning of recognition,” which tempers contemporary expressions of goodwill.86 Wariness for collaboration is born from an understanding that, in the words of Mark Rifkin, “the simulation and regulation of voice is crucial to the erasure of competing political geographies.”87 Contrary to popular opinion, resentment can be productive, as Glen Coulthard argues elsewhere.88 In this case, resentment—a signifier of their enduring relationships with the land now encompassed by the park (of possession rather than dispossession)—not only contributes to the tribes’ desire to engage Glacier National Park, it also neutralizes, to a certain extent, the state’s “regulation of voice.” Tinged with resentment, this willingness to engage can be interpreted as a “refusal                                                         84 Ibid, 456. 85 Testifying to this commitment, four of last the six Superintendent’s Annual Reports (published between 2005‐2010) feature a photograph of Native Americans on the cover. Moreover, each report opens with a statement on the park’s “American Indian Relations.” 86 Povinelli, The Cunning of Recognition. 87 Mark Rifkin, Manifesting America: The Imperial Construction of U.S. National Space (New York: Oxford University Press, 2009), 14, 17. 88 Glen Coulthard, “Recognition, Reconciliation and Resentment in Indigenous Politics” (paper presented at Simon Fraser University, Vancouver, British Columbia, November 16, 2011), accessed June 20, 2013, http://intercontinentalcry.org/recognition‐reconciliation‐and‐resentment‐in‐indigenous‐politics/. 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to recognize,” which, in the words of Audra Simpson, “involves using one’s territory in a manner that is historically and philosophically consistent with what one knows.” In turn, this refusal is also a “failure to consent […] to colonial mappings and occupations of […] territory.”89 In contexts such as this, transformative praxis can be understood as excess—that which exceeds the settler‐state’s capacity to manage the incorporation of indigenous perspectives “in ways that work to legitimize the expansion of U.S. jurisdiction.”90 As excess, the praxis is largely unrecognizable or illegible within the settler colonial milieu. It remains, in other words, part of the “more than what you see here.”  
“At Home in This Place”  Four years in the making, the new exhibition at the St. Mary Visitor Center, “At Home in This Place,” which opened in 2010, exemplifies how the park functions as a venue for transformative praxis. In a press release, Superintendent Chas Cartwright emphasized the depth of consultation with “cultural experts” from the Blackfeet, Kootenai and Salish and Pend d’Oreille tribes, arguing that this collaborative approach provided the exhibition a measure of “authenticity” and represented “a true tribal perspective.”91 In addition to receiving multiple awards from the National Association for Interpretation, the exhibition was lauded by the local press. Describing it as a “a huge step for the Park Service and the tribes,” one newspaper reported, “St. Mary display gives area tribes unfiltered voice. […] What sets this exhibit apart from others on Native Americans is that it is an authentic representation of their viewpoints. […] As [Kootenai consultant Vernon] Finley explained, ‘Visitors will get welcomed in a brief introduction that tells them that 
                                                        89 Simpson, “Subjects of Sovereignty,” 195‐96. 90 Rifkin, Manifesting America, 19‐20. “The critical task,” Rifkin argues, “is to illuminate both the process of imperial interpellation and the continuing presence of, in Adorno’s terms, the remainders that exceed U.S. assertions of dominion” (28). 91 Amy Vanderbilt, “New Exhibits Tell Native American Story of Glacier National Park,” Glacier National Park press release (July 16, 2010), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.nps.gov/glac/news10‐65.htm. 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what they’ll see is the native perspective, and then the Park Service stays completely out of the picture.’”92 Although it has been well received, the process of organizing the exhibition was fraught with tension. On more than one occasion these tensions nearly derailed the entire undertaking. In an article for the Great Falls Tribune, Nancy Reece Jones reported, “The process was not without difficulty. Since the tribes didn’t see eye to eye on many issues, many subjects in the exhibit are accompanied by three messages, one for each nation. ‘All three tribes have a different interest in and view of the area,’ [Vernon] Finley said. ‘To present the material in equitable form in such a small space was quite a challenge.’ [Hudson Bay District Interpreter, Mark] Wagner appreciates that the uncensored messages and input are forthright and honest. ‘I think non‐Native visitors will be surprised by how differently the indigenous people see the park and its history,’ he said.”93 In contrast to “Native America Speaks,” a long‐running series of lectures and performances that attracts large crowds to outdoor amphitheaters near the park’s campgrounds and lodges, the exhibition at the St. Mary Visitor Center does not present a monolithic voice.94 Instead of “Native America” speaking, the voices are those of the Blackfeet, Salish, Pend d’Oreille, and Kootenai. A close reading of the messages printed on a series of panels in the gallery divulges some of the tensions. On a panel about the Hellgate Treaty of 1855, the Confederated Tribes of the Flathead Nation openly challenge the reservation boundaries established by the treaty, particularly the northern boundary that bisects Flathead Lake. “Throughout the nineteenth century,” the panel reads, “tribal people insisted that in 1855 the official translators—who had limited capabilities—told the chiefs that the reservation extended to the Canadian line. Tribal leaders                                                         92 Nancy Reece Jones, “The Indian perspective,” Great Falls Tribune (May 22, 2010). 93 Ibid. 94 For more on the “Native America Speaks” series, see Philip Burnham, Indian Country, God’s Country: 
Native Americans and the National Parks (Washington DC: Island Press, 2000), 195. See also Gwen Florio, “Native America Speaks educates visitors,” Missoulian (July 16, 2011); Amy Vanderbilt, “’Native America Speaks’ Program Offers Park Visitors Cultural Insight,” Glacier National Park press release (July 17, 2009), accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.nps.gov/glac/parknews/news09‐39.htm; Paul Lloyd‐Davies, “Native American influences a big part of Glacier’s allure,” Great Falls 
Tribune (May 20, 2008). 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signed the document believing that they were retaining the vital lands north of Flathead Lake—including the area now within Glacier National Park. Instead, the document set the boundary half‐way between the northern and southern ends of Flathead Lake.” According to the Salish, Kootenai, and Pend d’Oreille, the treaty bisected Waterton Lake, not Flathead Lake. Corroborating this claim, the panel includes a reproduction of a hand‐drawn map by the Salish leader Sam Resurrection. Mailed to the Secretary of the Interior in 1908, the map shows the reservation boundaries as interpreted to tribal leaders at the treaty council. The reservation, in this map, “encompasses virtually the entire Flathead drainage system.” This interpretation offers an interesting twist on Henry “Death on the Trail” Reynolds’s oft‐repeated claim that “geology recognizes no boundaries.” By way of example, he added, “… and as [Waterton] Lake lay […] no man‐made boundary could cleave the waters apart.”95 Thus, while geology recognizes no boundaries, it seems that the Hellgate Treaty of 1855 may indeed have recognized this particular one. For their part, the Blackfeet also dispute the terms of the 1895 agreement in which they were forced to sell 800,000 acres of land—the so‐called “Ceded Strip”—that would later comprise the eastern half of Glacier National Park. Another panel, “1895 to Today: The Blackfeet and the Ceded Strip,” states,   For the Blackfeet, the land east of the continental divide inside Glacier National Park is part of our ancestral Blackfeet territory. New treaties, executive orders, and agreements with the US government reduced the Blackfeet Reservation to its current size. We contest various parts of the 1895 agreement that transferred the ceded strip, the land east of the Continental Divide, to the US government.  This statement is followed by a list of specific grievances:   
• Sale vs. Lease ‐ Many Blackfeet say it was a 99‐year lease, not a sale.                                                          95 Reynolds, an early park ranger, reportedly stated, “The geology recognizes no boundaries, and as [Waterton] Lake lay […] no man‐made boundary could cleave the waters apart.” Mortimer‐Sandilands, “The Geology Recognizes No Boundaries,” 324. 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• Scope ‐ Blackfeet elders say it covered only mineral rights above the tree line.  
• Rights ‐ The agreement guaranteed hunting, fishing, timber, and entry right to the Blackfeet as long as the land remained public; when the land became part of Glacier National Park, the US government ruled that it was no longer open public land.   Together, the statements in the exhibition clearly indicate that the same landscape holds many different meanings. Multiple claims are made of the same territory. The so‐called “Ceded Strip,” for instance, includes the southern half of Waterton Lake, which is also claimed by the Flathead Nation based on their interpretation of the Hell Gate Treaty. On a third panel, “Glacier National Park – Bittersweet Meanings,” which includes Incashola’s remark, the Blackfeet acknowledge this multiplicity of interest, including that of more recent settlers. “The Blackfeet recognize the various ways in which people with different cultures, practices, and beliefs assign significance to the same piece of land.”96 In contrast, the Kootenai state, “We are thankful for the preservation of an area that has 500‐year‐old cedar trees who listened to our ancestors sing and dance long before the Kootenai were aware of Europeans. Yet, we are also aware that this place has not been preserved because of its significance to us. It is preserved because of the many visitors that come to the area.”97 While some of the competing claims may appear incongruous, they are not mutually exclusive. Rather, they indicate different conceptions of property and possession. The land is not so easily partitioned. Unlike George Willard Schultz’s early map of the park, which arbitrarily assigned Blackfeet place‐names to the land east of the Continental Divide and Kootenai names to the                                                         96 The Blackfeet continue, “The landscape of Glacier is the source of our oldest and most venerated ceremony, the Beaver Bundle. The inception of the national park concept preserved the landscape, but excluded Blackfeet cultural and spiritual practices. The Blackfeet still retain hope to use the park area, maybe through future cooperative agreements.” 97 An accompanying caption reads, “The Kootenai recognize the irony of the Going‐to‐the‐Sun Road. It is a huge scar on the landscape that cuts right through the heart of Glacier. But without it there would be fewer visitors and less support for keeping Glacier National Park pristine.” Describing the park as “a place dominated by non‐Indians,” the Salish and Pend d'Oreille state, “When natural areas start to disappear, cultures will disappear. National parks provide a means for keeping culture alive; they have become sacred places and sanctuaries. We often conduct field trips with elders to record their knowledge of the land, traditional place names, and of tribal history. For the elders, these trips are often both joyful and sad. These trips record the tribal relationship with these places in Salish and Pend d'Oreille culture, but also their loss.” 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land west of the divide, boundaries are porous and territories overlapping.98 Historian James Sheire, for example, argues, “Although the Americans divided up the region and proclaimed that the land east of the continental divide along the Canadian border belonged to the Blackfeet, the Indians themselves never viewed the mountains of Glacier Park as being within the exclusive territory of a specific tribe.”99 Thus, it is no contradiction when the Flathead and Blackfeet Nations both claim Glacier National Park as part of their aboriginal territory. “For millennia,” one panel reads, “the lands now encompassed by Glacier National Park were part of the territories of the Pend d’Oreille and Kootenai people.” An adjacent panel asserts, “For the Blackfeet, the land east of the continental divide inside Glacier National Park is part of our ancestral Blackfeet territory.” In the context of this exhibition, Coulthard’s notion of transformative praxis refers to the internal discourse, including inter‐ and intra‐tribal tensions, which produced “At Home in This Place.”100 This is one of many discourses that contribute to the larger project of re‐mapping traditional aboriginal territories; ongoing negotiations in which longstanding associations are mobilized and new understandings are articulated. In the process, the tribes cultivate “responsible relations between generations” and also what Doreen Massey calls “geographies of responsibility,” transforming both the sense of home and place referenced in the exhibition’s title.101 These negotiations are not a part of the exhibition, nor should they be. Rather, they exceed it.  Importantly, this “transformative praxis” of “critical individual and collective self‐recognition” does not just unfold in space; it also produces space. In other                                                         98 James Willard Schultz, Signposts of Adventure: Glacier National Park as the Indians Know It (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1926). 99 Describing Americans as “long accustomed to mapped lines defining the geographical territory of political units” and “neat borders around Indian lands,” Sheire continues, “The area was primarily a zone where Blackfeet territory on the east met with the plateau area of the Kalispel and Kutenai on the west. The mountains indeed separated the tribes, but it was also the region where the plains culture area converged with or blended over into a plateau culture area.” Sheire, “Historic Resource Study,” 3‐4. 100 For another example of tensions between the Blackfeet and Flathead Nations, see Burnham, 
Indian Country, God’s Country, 203.  101 Doreen Massey, “Geographies of Responsibility,” Geografiska Annaler, Series B: Human Geography, Vol. 86, No. 1 (2004), 5‐18. 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words, there is a distinctly spatial aspect to prefigurative or transformative praxis. In the concluding chapter of God Is Red, Vine Deloria Jr. identifies four types of sacred space.102 The first three types are fairly conventional. However, the fourth type—which accounts for the possibility of new sacred places and ceremonies emerging in the future—is the most profound in terms of its ethical and political implications. The proposed Intertribal Justice Park is a speculative example, I suggest, of this fourth type of sacred space. Its emergence would be predicated on ongoing negotiations within and between tribes. The Intertribal Justice Park would recognize that these tensions are a necessary part of any struggle to prefigure more peaceful and just social relations. Therefore, the park would not obscure the “political nature” of everyday practices nor would it pathologize “disagreements as factionalism.” Instead, it would reveal how politics and diversity, in the words of Paige Raibmon, “fall on the ‘White’ side of authenticity’s divide.” “The language of authenticity,” she argues, “casts Indians as people of consensual culture rather than dissenting politics.”103 Despite tensions, there is often an element of humor in this transformative praxis, which belies its seriousness. Blackfeet Chief Earl Old Person and Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribal Council Chairman James Steele, Jr., for example, spoke at a ceremony commemorating the 75th anniversary of Going‐to‐the‐Sun Road on June 28, 2008. Following Old Person at the lectern, Steele joked,    In honor of the spirit of peace with the Blackfeet Nation… I don’t know if you noticed but they kind of slipped it in there that this is Blackfeet territory. I would like to say with my elders in the audience that this is actually Pend d’Oreille and Kootenai territory. So, in honor of peace between our brethren the Blackfeet, I proclaim this Pend d’Oreille and Kootenai territory.  
                                                        102 The concluding chapter is entitled “Sacred Places and Moral Responsibility.” Deloria, God Is Red. 103 Raibmon, Authentic Indians, 12. 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In a more serious tone, Steele remarked, “We didn’t always need the United States Government to bring peace to our tribes. Sometimes we came up with that idea ourselves.”104  Notwithstanding the contemporary examples, Coulthard’s theory of transformative praxis does not necessarily identify new phenomena. The common hunting ground, for instance, “created” as part of the Lame Bull Treaty in 1855, can be regarded as a space of mutual self‐recognition. This is implicit in historian William Farr’s analysis of the treaty process.    Commissioners [Isaac] Stevens and [Alfred] Cumming, of course, did not actually ‘create’ the common hunting ground. They simply acknowledged and restructured the reality of a preexisting Indian common hunting ground, a sort of buffalo commons, that gradually over the years had been constructed through war, treaties, and diplomacy on the part of the tribes themselves.105  In short, federal intervention was not required to establish a commons. Stevens simply recognized “its de facto existence.”106 “The Blackfoot treaty proposals in fact defined the lands between the Missouri and the Yellowstone Rivers correctly for the first time,” Farr argued. “Stevens recognized this fundamental fact of tribal reality and, together with Cumming, designated and described the territory for what it was—a common hunting ground founded upon multiple tribal movement and multiple use.”107 With this in mind, my suggestion to reimagine Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park as Waterton‐Glacier Intertribal Justice Park is not simply a symbolic gesture or rhetorical exercise. Instead, it is an attempt to designate and                                                         104 James Steele, Jr., Going‐to‐the‐Sun Road 75th anniversary ceremony (June 28, 2008), accessed June 20, 2013, http://youtu.be/VT5iPWIGnq4, http://www.glacieradventure.com/play/GNP/GTTS/Sun_Road_Anniversary.htm. See also B. L. Azure, “Glacier National Park’s Going‐to‐the‐Sun Road marks 75th anniversary,” Char­Koosta News (July 3, 2008). Azure writes, “CSKT Council Chairman James Steele, Jr. followed Old Person at the lectern. He said that the Blackfeet were in such good spirits today that they wouldn’t mind if he claimed the area for the Pend d’Oreille and Kootenai people.”  105 Farr, “When We Were First Paid,” 132‐33. For an account of this region as an eighteenth‐century commons, see Theodore Binnema, Common and Contested Ground: A Human and Environmental 
History of the Northwestern Plains (Norman, University of Oklahoma Press, 2001). 106 Farr, “When We Were First Paid,” 148. 107 Ibid, 140. 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describe the territory for “what it was,” what it is, and what it might become. It is one step among many toward defining the land that straddles the Continental Divide and the international boundary “correctly for the first time.” “In political thought and in political theory, the category (or concept) of the ‘real’ should not be permitted to obscure that of the possible,” argues Henri Lefebvre. “Rather, it is the possible that should serve as the theoretical instrument for exploring the real.”108 Following Lefebvre, the Intertribal Justice Park can be understood as both “the real” and “the possible.” In other words, it is a “theoretical instrument” of possibility that can be used to explore the “real” Peace Park.109 And, importantly, it is (and was) a real space that does not obscure the possible so much as it decolonizes it. In addition, the Justice Park grounds already existing social processes in a new spatial form. By linking “utopianism of temporal or social process” to “utopianism of spatial form,” the park embodies David Harvey’s notion of “dialectical utopianism,” redeploying it within a settler colonial context.110  
Settler Colonialism and the Failure to Dispossess  Mark Spence refers to the processes of creating uninhabited wilderness (in order to preserve it) as “dispossessing the wilderness.”111 In this sense, his project responds to and deepens William Cronon’s argument that “there is nothing natural about the 
                                                        108 Lefebvre, “Comments on a New State Form,” 769. 109 The park can also be understood in Lefebvrian terms as a “virtual or possible object.” Mark Purcell writes, “For Lefebvre, a virtual object is not a utopia, a no‐place, an ideal imagined out of the ether than can never exist. It is rather an extrapolation or amplification in thought of practices and ideas that are already taking place in the city, practices and ideas that are inchoate, that have not yet come to full maturity, but are nevertheless being expressed, if only hesitantly, fleetingly, or inarticulately.” Purcell, The Down­Deep Delight of Democracy, 23. See also Lefebvre, The Urban Revolution, 3. 110 Harvey, Spaces of Hope, 173, 179, 182, 196. To counter the “degenerate utopianism of neoliberalism,” Harvey argues, “The task is […] to define an alternative, not in terms of some static spatial form or even of some perfected emancipatory process. The task is to pull together a spatiotemporal utopianism—a dialectical utopianism—that is rooted in our present possibilities at the same time as it points towards different trajectories for human uneven geographical developments” (195‐96). 111 Spence, Dispossessing the Wilderness, 4. 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concept of wilderness.”112 However, troubling wilderness necessarily troubles dispossession. In other words, if the creation of uninhabited wilderness “seeks to deny” the history of dispossession of which it is a product, the fact that that wilderness is, in Cronon’s words, a “cultural invention,” suggests that dispossession is incomplete.113 Put differently, the idea that dispossession is absolute is also an invention of sorts.114 Nevertheless, telling the story of dispossession and its material consequences is absolutely necessary. It is equally important, however, to tell the story of survival—specifically, the failure to dispossess. Texts such as Spence’s 
Dispossessing the Wilderness and Louis Warren’s The Hunter Game provide an essential corrective to ideologies of pristine wilderness as well as calling into question the notion that National Parks are categorically good and “America’s Best Idea.” Yet these authors operate under the assumption that dispossession was successful. In short, denaturalizing wilderness requires that we also denaturalize dispossession. Waterton‐Glacier Intertribal Justice Park comes into partial view when we stop assuming that dispossession was successful and instead start from the conviction that settler colonialism is partly a failed project.115 To describe the settler colonial project as a failure simply acknowledges that “Indians” have not been eliminated.116 Nor have indigenous political geographies been extinguished. On the contrary, relationships to place and kin are robust and evolving. The Justice Park seeks to denaturalize dispossession to the extent that it scrutinizes assumptions about the alienability of land. In addition to its “inability to bind land to settler                                                         112 “There is nothing natural about the concept of wilderness,” Cronon writes. “It is entirely a creation of the culture that holds it dear, a product of the very history it seeks to deny.” Cronon, “The Trouble with Wilderness,” 79. 113 Cronon continues, “Indeed, one of the most striking proofs of the cultural invention of wilderness is its thoroughgoing erasure of the history from which it sprang. In virtually all of its manifestations, wilderness represents a flight from history.” Cronon, “The Trouble with Wilderness,” 79. 114 The marginal lands thesis examined in the vanishing chapter is one example of the social construction of dispossession. 115 To entertain the possibility of failure is to recognize Indigenous sovereignty as “more than a mere conferral; it is both inherent and unceded.” Simpson, “Under the Sign of Sovereignty,” 120; Moreton‐Robinson, Sovereign Subjects, 87. 116 “The condition of Indigeneity in North America,” argues Audra Simpson, “is to have survived this acquisitive and genocidal process and thus to have called up the failure of the project itself.” Simpson, “Settlement’s Secret,” 205. 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societies,” invasion has failed to “expunge Indigenous sense of place,” a fact that Mishuana Geoman describes as “the anxiety producing thorn in the side of nation‐states.”117 A sense of the failure of the settler colonial project is also implicit in Gerald Vizenor’s observation, “Decidedly, the stories that turn the tribes tragic are not their own stories.”118  The Intertribal Justice Park would call attention to a fundamental paradox, whereby violence has not ended, yet invasion has not succeeded. Thus, the park would signal the failure of settler colonialism at the same moment it would highlight the continuous character of dispossession. Characterizing settler colonialism as a failure actually allows for a more accurate diagnosis of the aspects of the project that have succeeded. To assert that violence, particularly of the structural sort, has not ended is to recognize that settler colonialism continues to function, in the words of Alyosha Goldstein, as “a condition of possibility” or “a historical condition remade at particular moments of conflict.”119 If the “logic of elimination” is the “organizing principle of settler‐colonial society rather than a one‐off (and superseded) occurrence,” as Patrick Wolfe suggests, the efficacy of that logic is not contingent on elimination.120 In other words, it proliferates in spite of its failures. Whereas the Peace Park acknowledges a colonial past, positing violence and invasion as historical events, the Justice Park would recognize the colonial present, conceiving violence and invasion as ongoing processes. As discussed in the third chapter on settler accumulation, taking up dispossession as a failed project forces us to move beyond the property paradigm and to acknowledge what Aileen Moreton‐Robinson calls an “ontological 
                                                        117 Goeman, “From Place to Territories and Back Again,” 25. Regarding anxiety, Aileen Moreton‐Robinson argues, “The omnipresence of Indigenous sovereignty is part of the ontological condition that shapes patriarchal white sovereignty’s investment in itself and its anxiety about dispossession.” Moreton‐Robinson, Sovereign Subjects, 96. 118 Gerald Vizenor, Manifest Manners: Narratives on Postindian Survivance (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1999), 16. In contrast, stories of “survivance,” Mark Rifkin argues, “insist on the meaninglessness of a rhetoric of Indian assent in the absence of a substantive reckoning with the self‐understandings and lived topographies of native peoples.” Rifkin, Manifesting America, 108. 119 Goldstein, “Where the Nation Takes Place,” 835. 120 Wolfe, “Settler colonialism and the elimination of the native,” 387‐88. 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relationship to land.”121 In highlighting the “inalienable nature of our relation to land,” Moreton‐Robinson differentiates between physical dispossession and absolute dispossession. The former, in other words, does not necessarily alter the “nature of relation.” Although the Blackfeet were forced to sell the Ceded Strip in 1895 they clearly did not cede their relation to the land. As Coulthard observes, the land continues function as “an ontological framework for understanding relationships.”122 Accentuating the partial failure of settler colonialism shifts the conversation from assumptions about aboriginal dispossession to questions about white possession, including its precarity, often signified by anxiety.123 The Intertribal Justice Park could challenge visitors to reconcile this failure with a commemorative landscape that exudes an “evasive melancholy of dominance.”124 By unsettling the “quietness of possession,” it could destabilize normative settler cartographies that embody not only this evasive melancholy but also a palpable “anxiety of dispossession.”125 More importantly, however, the park would demand recognition of the dynamic and evolving indigenous political geographies that have long refused containment by narratives of dominance and dispossession.                                                         121 Moreton‐Robinson writes, “Our ontological relationship to land, the ways that country is constitutive of us, and therefore the inalienable nature of our relation to land, marks a radical, indeed incommensurable, difference between us and the non‐Indigenous. This ontological relation to land constitutes a subject position that we do not share, and which cannot be shared, with the postcolonial subject whose sense of belonging in this place is tied to migrancy. Indigenous people may have been incorporated in and seduced by the cultural forms of the colonizer but this has not diminished the ontological relationship to land. […] There is always a subject position that can be thought of as fixed in its inalienable relation to land. This subject position cannot be erased by colonizing processes which seek to position the Indigenous as object, inferior, other, and its origins are not tied to migration.” Moreton‐Robinson, “I Still Call Australia Home,” 31. Elsewhere, Moreton‐Robinson writes, “Our sovereignty is embodied, it is ontological (our being) and epistemological (our way of knowing), and it is grounded within complex relations derived from the intersubstantiation of ancestral beings, humans and land. In this sense, our sovereignty is carried by the body and differs from Western constructions of sovereignty, which are predicated on the social contract model, the idea of a unified supreme authority, territorial integrity and individual rights.” Moreton‐Robinson, Sovereign Subjects, 2. 122 Coulthard, “Place Against Empire,” 79. Similarly, Eric Cheyfitz defines land not simply as a resource or commodity but as “the nonfungible matrix of the community” and “the inalienable ground of the communal.” Cheyfitz, “What Is a Just Society?,” 292. 123 Moreton‐Robinson, “Towards a new research agenda?,” 383‐395. “Ontological belonging,” Moreton‐Robinson argues, “is omnipresent, and continues to unsettle non‐Indigenous belonging based on illegal dispossession.” Moreton‐Robinson, “I Still Call Australia Home,” 24. 124 Vizenor, Manifest Manners,” 11. 125 Blomley, Unsettling the City, 14; Moreton‐Robinson, Sovereign Subjects, 96. 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“There is more than what you see here”  “I have almost reached the regrettable conclusion,” wrote Martin Luther King in his famous “Letter From Birmingham City Jail,” “that the Negro’s great stumbling block in the stride toward freedom is not the White citizens’ ‘Councilor’ or the Ku Klux Klanner, but the white moderate who is more devoted to ‘order’ than to justice; who prefers a negative peace which is the absence of tension to a positive peace which is the presence of justice.” In conclusion, he stated, “Shallow understanding from people of good will is more frustrating than absolute misunderstanding from people of ill will. Lukewarm acceptance is much more bewildering than outright rejection.”126  For visitors familiar with King’s letter, one of the signs at the Goat Haunt Peace Pavilion, entitled “Defining Peace,” surely evokes his spirit even though it does not mention his name.     What is Peace? Philosophers, theologians, and politicians have been debating the answer to this question since the dawn of civilization. Yet, the definition of peace remains almost as elusive as its achievement. The dictionary defines peace in several ways—as freedom from war, as the absence of violence, or as freedom from conflict or disagreement between groups of people. Such definitions seem to stress what is missing rather than what is necessary for peace to prevail. More positively, peace can be defined as a state of harmony or a relationship characterized by respect, justice, and good will.  Despite the inclusion of this message in its Peace Pavilion, Waterton‐Glacier International Peace Park still largely promotes a form of “negative peace,” emphasizing order, tolerance, and the absence of tension. Similarly, the peace consecrated at the Logan Pass Indian Ceremony in 1933 and the Lame Bull Treaty in 1855, at least as interpreted by whites, is best characterized as a negative peace. In 
                                                        126 Martin Luther King, Jr., “Letter From Birmingham City Jail” (April 16, 1963), accessed June 20, 2013, http://teachingamericanhistory.org/library/index.asp?document=100. 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contrast, the Intertribal Justice Park would cultivate a form of “positive peace.” Peace without justice, it would emphatically assert, is not real. In promoting a form of “positive peace,” the Intertribal Justice Park would make conditions of injustice, including those cloaked by negative peace or a velvet glove, “palpable and hence challengeable and changeable.”127 Reflecting with pride on the establishment of the International Peace Park, a 1934 article in the Rotarian proclaimed, “With the sort of aggressiveness to be expected of pioneers and the sons of pioneers, Rotarians on both sides of the line nurtured their dream until in May, 1932, legislative action in Canada and the United States wedded the two parks into one.”128 If a negative peace park can embrace a romantic narrative that casually weaves together pioneer aggression, nurturing care, and peaceful reverie, a justice park would refuse to allow this irony to go unchecked. Instead, it would call out the colonial logic embedded in this and other foundational myths and reveal the duplicity of peace. Unlike the International Peace Park, which commemorates an “existing” peace—predicated on a disavowal of settler colonialism—the Intertribal Justice Park could delineate a horizon of possibility. Invoking justice rather than peace, moreover, would recalibrate the politics of connectivity. In so doing, the park could fulfill Derek Gregory’s plea to substitute “geographical imaginations” for “imaginative geographies.” “For us to cease turning on the treadmill of the colonial present,” Gregory argues, “it will be necessary to explore other spatializations and other topologies, and to turn our imaginative geographies into geographical imaginations that can enlarge and enhance our sense of the world and enable us to 
                                                        127 Summarizing the usefulness of Henri Lefebvre’s spatial dialectics, Andy Merrifield argues, “The Lefebvrian moment, in theory and practice, can still perceive a possibility—a crack in the edifice—help people name in everyday life a remote process, and make it palpable and hence challengeable and changeable.” Merrifield, Henri Lefebvre, 139. 128 Frank Chapin Bray, “Play Bridges National Frontiers,” The Rotarian, Vol. XLV, No. 1 (July 1934), 17. A large monument that welcomes visitors to the International Peace Park Pavilion in Waterton Village conveys a similar sentiment. On the back of the monument an inconspicuous plaque commemorates Waterton Park’s first white settler and superintendent. “In memory of John George “Kootenai” Brown / Frontiersman / Pioneer / Gentleman / Arrived at Waterton Lakes in 1868, and thus became first white settler / First Superintendent of Waterton National Park, 1910‐1914 / Erected by His Friends of Pioneer Days.” 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situate ourselves within it with care, concern, and humility.”129 John Muir boasted in 1901 that Glacier National Park contained “the best care‐killing scenery on the continent,” and a 1946 advertisement for the Great Northern Railway’s “Empire Builder” described the park as “Somewhere West of Worry, U.S.A.”130 In contrast, the Intertribal Justice Park would resuscitate care and locate itself somewhere closer to worry. In other words, it would demand more of parks. Instead of being “an island of safety in this riotous world,” the Justice Park could be a space of discomfort, a place where we could pose difficult questions, reflect on historical events and ongoing processes, engage social difference with social consequences, and nurture a profoundly different politics of connectivity.131 The park could facilitate a “meditation on discomfort” as a means of traversing the affective geographies of settler anxiety toward the just landscape.132 By cultivating “geographical imaginations” we begin to see justice beneath the façade of peace. “There is more than what you see here,” says Tony Incashola. Thus, I propose Waterton‐Glacier Intertribal Justice Park as one manifestation of this surplus of meaning. “This exhibit represents a small measure of hope,” said Incashola at the opening of “At Home in this Place.” “We are seeing the tribes and the park and many other partners come together more and more to learn from the past in order to create a more just and sustainable future.” By positioning ourselves such that we can see the park (for what it is), we are better equipped to grapple with the profundity of his challenge. With Incashola’s words in mind, we can also                                                         129 Gregory, The Colonial Present, 262. 130 Muir wrote, “Get off the track at Belton Station, and in a few minutes you will find yourself in the midst of what you are sure to say is the best care‐killing scenery on the continent—beautiful lakes derived straight from glaciers, lofty mountains steeped in lovely nemophila‐blue skies and clad with forests and glaciers, mossy, ferny waterfalls in their hollows, nameless and numberless, and meadowy gardens abounding in the best of everything.” John Muir, Our National Parks (Boston and New York: Houghton, Mifflin and Company, 1901), 17‐18. George Ruhle wrote, “In describing or presenting information on any national park, it is necessary to employ superlatives, for it is within them that the most outstanding natural values are preserved for the nation. This is exceptionally true of Glacier National Park. John Muir happily called it the greatest care‐killing scenery on the North American Continent. Ruhle, Guide to Glacier National Park, 3. A short poem appeared beneath the heading: “I’m headin’ west of Worry, U.S.A / I’ve said good‐bye to Hurry every day. / Now my only real ambition / Is to be in the condition / Of having nothing else to do but play.” Bill Yenne, Great 
Northern: Empire Builder (St. Paul, MN: MBI Publishing Company, 2005), 74. 131 Mills and Schmeckebier, Your National Parks, 379; Povinelli, The Cunning of Recognition, 16. 132 Watson, “Settled and unsettled spaces,” 30. 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regard the mislabeled sign at Marias Pass as “an argument,” following Donna Haraway, “for pleasure in the confusion of boundaries and for responsibility in their construction.”133 Instead of Indians adding color to Glacier National Park, perhaps it is more accurate to say that the park’s rangers, with their own iconic regalia, have added color to “an active, living indigenous modernity that has been functioning all along.”134 (Figure 7.6) Finally, if we shift our attention from the mislabeled map back to the geologic road sign, which sits next to the Roosevelt Memorial on the opposite side of the parking lot, another possible explanation emerges. “One of the most impressive geologic features in Montana is the mountainside north of you,” the sign reads. “Notice the prominent layer of white limestone halfway up the mountainside. The rocks above this layer were deposited more than 50 miles southwest of here and moved here as part of the Lewis Thrust Sheet—an enormous slab of Precambrian‐age sediments more than a mile thick that encompasses most of today’s Glacier National Park.”135 Given that the present‐day Flathead Indian Reservation is located roughly 50 miles as the crow flies southwest of Marias Pass, the cartographic blunder may not be a blunder after all. Recalling Doreen Massey’s notion of “migrant rocks” and the “temporalities of tectonics,” perhaps the map is an attempt to show just how entangled the region’s histories and geographies remain 170 million years after the massive sheet of rock was thrust eastward over the plains. 
                                                        133 Haraway, Simians, Cyborgs, and Women, 150. Following David Harvey, the mislabeled sign can also be interpreted as an example of “open experimentation with the possibilities of spatial forms.” Harvey, Spaces of Hope, 182. 134 Jodi Byrd, “Responding to ‘Moving Beyond Preservation,’” Kritik (December 1, 2010), accessed June 20, 2013, http://unitcrit.blogspot.com/2010/12/1129‐lecture‐gabriel‐solis‐moving.html. 135 Montana Department of Transportation, “Geologic Roadsigns,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://www.mdt.mt.gov/travinfo/geomarkers.shtml#4. 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Figure 7.1 Rest area at Marias Pass 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Figure 7.2 Mislabeled map at Marias Pass
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Figure 7.3 2009 Blackfeet Encampment near St. Mary Visitor Center, Glacier National Park136 (Courtesy of Tony Bynum137) 
                                                        136 Glacier National Park Press Release, “Blackfoot Confederacy Holds Conference In Park” (June 29, 2009), accessed June 20, 2013, http://home.nps.gov/applications/digest/headline.cfm?type=Announcements&id=7872. 137 For additional images see Tony Bynum Photography, accessed June 20, 2013, http://tonybynum.com. 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Figure 7.4 International boundary between Waterton Village and Goat Haunt Ranger Station 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Figure 7.5 Sign at Goat Haunt Peace Pavilion 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Figure 7.6 Montana Historical Society, Helena 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EPILOGUE   Possibility is not a luxury; it is as crucial as bread.1       — Judith Butler, 2004  One of the stunning things about the present is the extent to which the prospect and affect of revolutionary social change have been blanked from the imaginary of political possibility.2        — Neil Smith, 2008  We figure and find stories, which can be thought of as maps or paradigms in which we see our purposes defined; then the world drifts and our maps don’t work anymore, our paradigms and stories fail, and we have to reinvent our understandings, and our reasons for doing things. Useful stories, I think, are radical in that they help us see freshly. They are like mirrors in which we see ourselves reflected. That’s what stories are for, to help us see for ourselves as we go about the continual business of reimagining ourselves. If we ignore the changing world and stick to some story too long, we are likely to find ourselves in a great wreck.3     — William Kittredge, 1996    So here at this juncture of history, we are in desperate need of another story, one that answers the question, what is a just society?, one of kinship, of the kind that has been told in Native American societies for thousands of years.4      — Eric Cheyfitz, 2011    The truth about stories is that that’s all we are.5      — Thomas King, 2005   The story told in this dissertation began with a rather unassuming geologic road sign atop the Continental Divide at Marias Pass along scenic U.S. Route 2 in northwestern Montana, and it concluded with a mislabeled map at the very same rest area. In this sense, the long and complex story has come full circle. Like Chief Mountain, Marias Pass is a fitting location for this to occur given its historical and                                                         1 Judith Butler, Undoing Gender (New York: Routledge, 2004), 29.  2 Neil Smith, Uneven Development: Nature, Capital, and the Production of Space (Athens, GA: University of Georgia Press, 2008), 266. 3 Kittredge, Who Owns the West?, 158‐59. Kittredge continues, “It’s happening all over the American West, right now, as so many of our neighbors attempt to live out rules derived from old models of society that simply reconfirm their prejudices.” 4 Cheyfitz, “What Is a Just Society?,” 306. 5 Thomas King, The Truth About Stories: A Native Narrative (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2005), 2. 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present‐day significance as both a natural and cultural contact zone.6 The tidiness of this narrative, however, should not imply a full accounting of unconnected connections. If anything, it is intended to evoke myriad other relations, both real and possible. Between the geologic road sign and the mislabeled map at Marias Pass, this story explored the linkages between new conservation geographies and spaces of indigeneity, and the intersections of primitive accumulation and settler colonialism as structures and ongoing processes. In addition, it considered the conjunction of vanishing Indians and glaciers at Glacier National Park and the conjunction of commemorative practices associated with the creation of a park and the destruction of a reservation. Despite returning to its beginnings, then, this story only hints at the degree of complexity of this dialectical landscape. Therefore, this brief epilogue serves more as an opening than a closing. After all, the Marias Pass we have returned to is not the same one we departed from.7 In telling this story about the Alberta/Montana borderlands, I have endeavored to participate in the “politics of thick life,” which arise when “the density of social representation is increased to meet the density of actual social worlds,” while also suggesting that this life is far thicker than prevailing imaginative geographies (including my own) indicate.8 The politics of connectivity, I argue, are one of the means by which this thickness can be approached, if not apprehended. This story has demonstrated how participating robustly in the politics of connectivity and engaging substantively with the politics of indigeneity can cultivate a capacious political imagination. Bigness of this sort is necessary if we are to                                                         6 Mary Louise Pratt defines contact zones as “social spaces where disparate cultures meet, clash, and grapple with each other, often in highly asymmetrical relations of domination and subordination—such as colonialism and slavery, or their aftermaths as they are lived out across the globe today” (7). Later, she writes, “It invokes the space and time where subjects previously separated by geography and history are co‐present, the point at which their trajectories now intersect. The term ‘contact’ foregrounds the interactive, improvisational dimensions of imperial encounters so easily ignored or suppressed by accounts of conquest and domination told from the invader’s perspective. A ‘contact’ perspective emphasizes how subjects get constituted in and by their relations to each other. It treats the relations among colonizers and colonized, or travelers and ‘travelees,’ not in terms of separateness, but in terms of co‐presence, interaction, interlocking understandings and practices, and often within radically asymmetrical relations of power” (8). Pratt, Imperial Eyes, 7‐8. 7 “The reorientation stimulated by the conceptualization of the rocks as on the move,” Doreen Massey argues, “leads even more clearly to an understanding of both place and landscape as events, as happenings, as moments that will be again dispersed.” Massey, “Landscape as a Provocation,” 46. 8 Povinelli, The Empire of Love, 21. 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construct (and respond to) a fiercely urgent now that is not an island but rather is deeply entangled with other places and other times.9  Moreover, this story has sought to both theorize and practice the politics of connectivity in a settler colonial landscape. In addition to demonstrating that “connections are elaborated in some registers even as they are disavowed in others,” it has examined precisely how these connections are elaborated and disavowed within a settler colonial context.10 By historicizing space and spatializing history, my primary concern has been to show how the way we imagine space—how we decipher the politics of connectivity—constrains and/or expands our sense of political possibility and our visions of justice. What we allow to be (seen) in relation, in other words, structures our historical imagination, geographical imagination, and political imagination. How we draw relations thus influences the kinds of stories we are able to tell and hear.  Through a series of juxtapositions, I have attempted to show as much as to 
say how “unconnected connections” are produced and maintained.11 The Intertribal Justice Park is the culmination of this strategy. It can be understood as a performative critique in the sense that it practices connectivity otherwise; and by so doing seeks to open space for other politics to take place.12 Like the view from Chief Mountain, the Intertribal Justice Park helps us see the possible in the real and also the real in the possible. It also helps us to see dispossession and possession anew; not as mutually exclusive conditions but as intersecting and ongoing processes. 
                                                        9 Byrd, The Transit of Empire, 5. 10 Gregory, The Colonial Present, 255‐56. 11 Reflecting on Allan Pred’s experimental montages and creative geographies, Shiloh Krupar notes that he always asked his students to consider “what specific devices [they are] deploying to show rather than say” (817). In a playful “Predhead” Public Service Announcement (PSA), Krupar argues that the time is now for cultural studies to be “practiced as performance art”—to construct “a pedagogy that shows rather than says; that performs what it names” (818). Shiloh Krupar, “Pred’s workshop,” Progress in Human Geography, Vol. 31, No. 6 (2007), 817‐819. 12 Kandice Chuh, Imagine Otherwise: On Asian Americanist Critique (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2003). For more on performative critique see the Hemispheric Institute of Performance and Politics, accessed June 20, 2013, http://hemisphericinstitute.org/hemi/. For more on performative critique vis‐à‐vis the “decolonial” see Walter D. Mignolo, The Darker Side of Western Modernity: Global 
Futures, Decolonial Options (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2011); Escobar, Territories of 
Difference. 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The politics of connectivity have been colonized and countless forms of connection have undoubtedly been dispossessed.13 However, numerous forms of connection have not been dispossessed. (Figures 8.1 and 8.2) Not only has the settler colonial project failed to eliminate indigenous peoples, it has also failed to eliminate indigenous modes of connectivity. The durability of aboriginal possession, I argue, is predicated on these enduring and evolving forms of connection, whereas the precariousness of white possession is conditional on the disavowal of these same connections.14 The latter relies on a tangled web of spatial and temporal borders to bisect the landscape, release dialectical tension, and circumscribe political possibility. The legitimacy of white possession, in other words, is contingent on the preservation of unconnected connections. In contrast, the Justice Park can be seen as a consequence of recognizing “unconnected connections.” In this case, recognition does not bring new worlds into being so much as it affirms already existing and always evolving worlds.  How can we make justice a central part of the stories we tell about landscape? How can we foreground (and problematize) justice in the struggle to construct and confuse borders? Ten years have passed since the geographer George Henderson called for a new concept of landscape that is fully embedded in a framework of social justice:    [V]ery worthwhile for new conceptions and studies of landscape will be a discourse that defines landscape as a necessary and integral component of reconstructed, more just social relations. What is also needed is a concept of landscape that helps point the way to those interventions that can bring about much greater social justice. And what landscape study needs even more is a concept of landscape that will assist the development of the very idea of social justice.15                                                         13 Sparke, “Geopolitical Fears,” 346. 14 Povinelli, Economies of Abandonment; Moreton‐Robinson, Sovereign Subjects. 15 George L. Henderson, “What (Else) We Talk About When We Talk About Landscape,” in Chris Wilson and Paul Groth, Everyday America: Cultural Landscape Studies After J.B. Jackson (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2003), 196. Don Mitchell echoes Henderson’s call in a 2003 report on the state of landscape research. “Landscape is too important to be allowed, any longer, to be the dreamwork—or the groundwork—of empire,” Mitchell writes. “Landscape studies must be dedicated to seeing that landscape becomes the groundwork—and dreamwork—of justice.” Don Mitchell, “Cultural landscapes: just landscapes or landscapes of justice?” Progress in Human Geography, Vol. 27, 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 The story that I have told responds to Henderson’s call, insisting that settler colonialism, the politics of indigeneity, and the politics of connectivity are all essential to any concept of landscape that aspires to develop the idea of social justice. In a fundamental sense, the politics of indigeneity can be understood as the politics of connectivity. Described by Wendy Brown as “a practice of responsible relations between generations,” justice can likewise be construed as the praxis of connectivity.16 Visions of justice and political possibility are embedded—sometimes explicitly, other times implicitly—in the construction, preservation, and transgression of borders, including spatial, temporal, material, and discursive boundaries. This is true, I suggest, regardless of whether or not these visions are acknowledged or recognized.17  Like Chief Mountain, Marais Pass is a place from which “to envision a different and less hostile order of relationships.”18 It too offers clues about refiguring temporal and spatial relations. Chief Mountain and Marias Pass, however, are not unique in this regard. Indeed, the dialectical landscape is full of such clues. Virtually anywhere can serve as a platform for reimagining the landscape and participating in the politics of connectivity. In the summer of 2012, a series of six new interpretive signs were installed on a bluff overlooking Milltown State Park, each one focusing on a different aspect of the site’s history: A Cultural Landscape of Ancient & Continuing Importance; The Rise of Industry & the Fate of the Rivers; A Flood’s Legacy; Finding a Solution; Restoring a Natural Path; and Building a River’s Future. (Figure 8.3) Located at the confluence of the Clark Fork and Blackfoot Rivers a few miles east of Missoula, the                                                         No. 6 (2003), 793. Doreen Massey’s argument about space vis‐à‐vis the sphere of the political resonates with Henderson’s questions about landscape vis‐à‐vis justice. “Indeed it is part of my argument,” Massey writes, “not just that the spatial is political […], but rather that thinking the spatial in a particular way can shake up the manner in which certain political questions are formulated, can contribute to political arguments already under way, and—most deeply—can be an essential element in the imaginative structure which enables in the first place an opening up to the very sphere of the political.” Massey, For Space, 9. 16 Brown, Politics Out of History, 147. 17 See Cheyfitz, “What Is a Just Society?” 18 Haraway, Primate Visions, 15. 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park itself won’t officially open until 2014, but visitors to the overlook can already get a panoramic view of the future park and learn about its evolution from dam to Superfund site to state park.19 (Figure 8.4) The first sign in the series stretches this timeline deeper into the past as well as into the future. “A Cultural Landscape of Ancient & Continuing Importance” features a detailed map of the region with Salish place‐names. (Figure 8.5) The Blackfoot‐Clark Fork confluence, for example, is labeled “Nayccstm,” which translates to “Place of Big Bull Trout.” The sign also includes a photograph of Agnes Pokerjim Paul and a group of Salish‐Pend d’Oreille elders and students on a tribal geography field trip to the Bonner‐Milltown area. “For thousands of years, the Clark Fork River watershed has been part of the vast aboriginal territories of the Salish and Pend d’Oreille people, whose sustainable way of life and respect of the natural world helped ensure an abundance of resources for future generations,” the sign reads. “They lived comfortably as hunters, fishers, and gatherers, moving with the seasons, drawing from a profound knowledge of plants and animals.” The sign also describes the 1855 Hellgate Treaty, in which tribal leaders ceded ownership of parts of their aboriginal territories to the United States. “The chiefs reserved from cession—as sovereign tribal territory—the Flathead and Bitterroot reservations. They also reserved, on the ceded lands, the perpetual right to hunt, fish, gather plants, and pasture their animals. Today, elders continue to pass down to younger generations the vital importance of places like the Place of the Big Bull Trout.” The last sign in the series is titled “Building a River’s Future.” (Figure 8.6) Forward‐looking, it notes that seeds from native plants, uncovered after spending a century buried beneath more than 20 feet of mud, have started to grow. In addition, the sign describes the process of “restoring indigenous species—and ways of life.”   The damming of the Clark Fork and Blackfoot Rivers in 1908 was one chapter in the transformation of western Montana, in which indigenous ways of life                                                         19 Constructed in 1908, the Milltown Dam powered nearby lumber mills that served the famous Butte copper mines. By the early 1980s the dam was listed by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as one of the country’s first Superfund sites due to arsenic contamination of local groundwater. A decades‐long process of cleanup and restoration ensued, including removal of the dam in 2008. 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and native plants and animals were pushed to the brink. In recent decades, within and beyond the Flathead Indian Reservation, the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes have worked to revitalize their traditional cultures and to heal a landscape damaged by over a century of abuse. Here at Milltown, the tribes—exercising their rights to off‐reservation resources reserved under the 1855 Hellgate Treaty—work as crucial partners in the removal of the dam and the recovery of the upper Clark Fork River system.   The interpretive signs highlight the durability of aboriginal possession, offering clues about how the land can function “as system of reciprocal relations and obligations.”20 In short, they suggest a profoundly different form of connectivity. On its website, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks describes the new park in optimistic terms: “The hopeful story of the Milltown Dam removal and a river’s return offers an opportunity to explore America’s changing relationship to the land as well as the benefits that river restoration yields for Montana’s families and communities. Whether you come to play or to learn, there will be a lot to do at Montana’s newest state park.”21 It remains to be seen if and how the hopeful story of a rivers’ return will contribute to “ushering in an era of peaceful co‐existence.”22 How will the perennial struggle between native indigeneity and settler indigeneity be waged? Will the park become a space for transformative praxis? What can it “teach us about living our lives in relation to one another and the natural world in non‐dominating and non‐exploitative terms.”23 One thing is certain; the park will remain an integral part of a cultural landscape of ancient and continuing importance to the Salish and Pend d’Oreille people. This fact—the fact of possession—must be part of the foundation of our geographical imaginations as we strive to prefigure and create new spaces, including parks, that foster just and peaceful co‐existence. Emphasizing possession takes us “a step closer to seeing the multilayered, postcolonial world in which we may well be living.”24 
                                                        20 Coulthard, “Subjects of Empire?,” 19‐20. 21 Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, “Milltown State Park,” accessed June 20, 2013, http://stateparks.mt.gov/milltown/. 22 Coulthard, “Subjects of Empire,” 456. 23 Coulthard, “Subjects of Empire?,” 19‐20. 24 Bruyneel, The Third Space of Sovereignty, 228. 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Figure 8.1 Historical marker along US Highway 93 in the Bitterroot Valley 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Figure 8.2 Historical markers along US Highway 93 in the Bitterroot Valley 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Figure 8.3 Bluff overlooking Milltown State Park 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Figure 8.4 Bluff overlooking Milltown State Park 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Figure 8.5 Milltown State Park 
  412 
 
 
Figure 8.6 Milltown State Park 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